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Thoughts and emotions 
What is a thought? Or what is an emotion or idea? 


Thoughts can be about different feelings, and humans can have different 
ideas about things. 


The idea of thoughts is that they can be understood. And the idea of feelings 
is that they are tangible. 


The idea of feelings is to experience the world, however sometimes our 
thoughts and emotions are not understood. 


Feelings - are they practical? 


Humans can think about their feelings. However thoughts by themselves do 
not necessarily do that much to a person - they can determine how they feel, 
what they are thinking about or what their ideas are. 


If someone thinks about something then it doesn't really matter because 
they are not going to need less focus. 


If someone thinks about something then it doesn't really matter. 


If someone thinks about something then it doesn't really matter because 
they are not interested in your life. 


The idea of what you think you are is much more than what you think. 


If someone thinks about something then it could matter because they are not 
going anywhere. 


title 
Thinking helps the feeling process. 


The idea of thoughts or feeling-triggers is the best way to get the most 
important thing. 


Thoughts can be abstract 


If a thought is abstract then it could be about a subjective idea. But what 
does that mean, what is meant by the word ‘abstract’ and the word 'thought'? 


An abstract idea is emotional, or could have more subjective elements. For 
instance, some things that people think about trigger feelings. 


If an idea triggers a feeling then it could be fun. However the idea is a 
cognitive structure. 


But what is meant by the term ‘cognitive structure’? 


Ideas can be intelligent or they could be simple. Cognitive means that it is 
related to thoughts in the mind, which can contain ideas. 


A thought is a unit of thinking, and an idea is something that occurs to 
someone. 


Are Emotions explained? 


Humans have many emotions. Their emotions have components like taste, 
experience and thoughts - which is the intellectual aspect of feeling. 


However, thoughts could be understood or they could be misunderstood. If 
a thought is understood then it can be visualized. For instance, if you think 
about an apple then you visualize it. 


It doesn't really matter if someone understands something. That is because 
humans think, however they do not need to understand. 


If someone thinks about something then it could be clear, however that 
doesn't mean that it is easy to understand. 


When something is thought about it could be simple and easy to understand. 
However what does that mean? 


It doesn't really matter if someone thinks about stuff because they don't 
necessarily understand what they think about. 


Emotion and Logic {CP} 


Some things in life cause people to feel, these are called emotional 
reactions. Some things in life cause people to think, these are sometimes 
called logical or intellectual reactions. Thus life is divided between things 
that make you feel and things that make you think. The question is, if 
someone is feeling, does that mean that they are thinking less? It probably 
does. If part of your brain is being occupied by feeling, then it makes sense 
that you have less capacity for thought. [Saying "part of your brain" shows 
how feeling and thought take up the same space, or might use the same 
abilities or similar processes in the mind. It shows how you really can't do 
two things at once, especially since they are both cognitive processes (they 
both take up your memory and attention).] That is obvious if you take 
emotional extremes, such as crying, where people can barely think at all. 
This does not mean that emotional people are not intelligent; it just means 
that they might be dumber during the times in which they are emotional. 
Emotion goes on and off for everyone, sometimes people cry, and 
sometimes they are completely serious. [This could further mean that an 
emotional person might be less emotional if they are doing serious 
thinking.] In 1941 Hunt said that classical theories of the definition of 
emotion “concern themselves with specific mechanisms whereby current 
behavior is interrupted and emotional responses are substituted” (W. Hunt, 
1941) 


The previous paragraph explored the difference between and nature of 
emotion and thought (or intellect). Understanding the nature of emotion and 
thought might help explain Descartes’ statement “I think, therefore I am” 
because his statement implied that thought is the important element for 
existence. What role do feelings and thoughts play in determining if and 
how you exist? 


Some things in life can identifiably cause more emotion than other things. 


1. Color causes more emotion than black and white. So anything with more 
color in it is going to be more emotional to look at, whether it is the 
difference between a gold or silver sword, or a gold or silver computer. In 
both cases the gold is going to be more emotional. [That example with the 
sword makes it obvious that color is more emotional than things with less 


color, it usually is hard to tell if each thing is more or less emotional just 
based off of the color. It might be that something black is more emotional 
than something colorful if they are different objects. Also, it seems like 
color is a shallow source of emotion, like you can identify that color causes 
more emotion, but if you have an attachment to something if it has a black 
and white color instead of being colorful, or something else is going on, 
then the black and white object might be more emotional than its colorful 
version. | 


2. Things that are personal are emotional, personal things that people like 
and that they feel are “close” to them. Things like home or anything 
someone likes actually. That is a definition of emotion after all, something 
that causes feeling. So if you like it, it is probably going to cause more 
feeling. Other things aside from liking something could cause emotions 
from it, such as curiosity, but usually like is one of the stronger emotions. 
You could say that the two are directly proportional, the more you like 
something, the more it is going to cause feeling. [Or the more curious you 
are, or any other emotion, would probably generate more feeling. If you are 
emotional about something, that is saying that it is causing you to feel more. 
This is more clear when the difference between emotion and feeling is 
explained later in this section. Aristotle, however, claimed that the core of 
emotions were beliefs and desires. That shows how strong beliefs and 
desires are emotionally. Desire is a less cognitive term than the word "like" 
because desire implies that it is an automatic emotional response whereas 
the word like means that you consciously like something. How much you 
like something comes from understanding your desires because like is your 
understanding of how much you desire something. | 


But there are things that people like that cause thought. You could like 
something and it causes you to think, and we previously defined emotion as 
feeling, not thought. That thoughts are separate from emotions because 
thought is a period of thinking. What exactly is thinking then? You can 
think about emotions, “how did I feel then?” etc. So is thought just a period 
of increased attention? Or is it a sharp spike in attention focused on one 
particular thing that is clear? [Thought feels like you are paying clear 
attention to something, whereas you aren't always paying as clear attention 
to your feelings.] It is hard to focus that much if you are feeling a lot, 


however. This makes me conclude that there is an overlap of feeling and 
thought, like a Venn diagram. But there are still parts of thought that don’t 
have feeling or emotion in them, and parts of emotion that don’t have 
thought in them. [So thoughts are also going to influence feelings, since 
they overlap, not only would feelings influence thoughts.] That means that 
thought requires more concentration than feeling does, since we defined 
thought as a period of increased attention. You can be emotional and have 
more attention, but usually if you are emotional you are going to be less 
attentive than you would be if you were thinking more. [That ties into the 
idea that you can only do one thing at a time, if you are paying attention to 
your thoughts (or thinking more) it is going to be harder to pay attention to 
your feelings (or "feel" more) because you can only pay attention to a 
limited number of things at once.] Then again, if you are emotional you are 
being attentive to your emotions, whatever they may be, and if your 
emotions are on something like the sun, then when you see the sun you are 
going to be attentive to it, but not be thinking about it. So you can pay 
attention to something and not be thinking about it at the same time. [If you 
are paying attention to something but not thinking about it, what exactly is 
this increased attention doing? It could be helping you process and 
understand what feelings that thing causes in you, or just make you feel 
more about it, which would make you pay more or less attention to it. You 
could be feeling a lot about something and be paying attention to something 
else, but that is clearly going to be harder (usually, based on the 
circumstances) than if didn't have that emotion. That is a clear example of 
how emotion can be a distraction (from thought and even other emotions). 
But you aren’t going to be paying attention to anything else. [That further 
shows how emotion can take up your attention, especially if you are paying 
attention to the emotion, as in that example.] It seems that thought is more 
attention than emotion, however. If you try to “feel” your computer you still 
don’t give it as much attention as if you were thinking about your computer. 
Then again, it depends what you are thinking about your computer, if you 
are thinking that your computer sucks, you are going to give it less attention 
than thinking that it is great. It also depends what your feelings are about 
that computer. If you feel that the computer is good, then you are going to 
give it more attention than if you feel that it is bad (possibly). [Does this 
mean that when you think about your computer your attention is on what it 
is you are thinking about your computer? Thinking about your computer 


might generate emotions, which would then cause you to be feeling and 
thinking about your computer. The thought of the computer might just pull 
up the general feeling of the computer (the feeling from the computer you 
get when you usually interact with it or think about it, not some other 
feeling about it which wouldn't then be "general", not necessarily the 
feeling of the computer that corresponds with that particular thought. Those 
ideas raise the question, "when you have a feeling about something, what 
exactly is that feeling causing you to feel and think (consciously and 
unconsciously).] The thoughts and the feelings correspond, however. That 
is, if you are thinking it is bad, then you are going to feel that it is bad. Thus 
thought and feeling are really one and the same. [It might be that if you 
think it is bad, you feel that it is good, but that would only be if you are 
confused, like if you consciously think it is good but it really makes you 
feel bad.] But thoughts are really clearer than feelings. Thought and feeling 
may result in the same amount of attention to something, but thought is 
more precise. It is more precise for you to think that the computer is good, 
then to feel that the computer is good. Who knows why you feel the 
computer is good, but if you were thinking the computer is good then you 
would know why you thought that. Emotions and feelings are more 
obscure. 


So, the more you like something (or hate something, or have any strong 
emotional reaction to anything), [Something shallow that doesn't generate a 
lot of feeling might not be called "emotional".] the more emotional it is, but 
that doesn’t mean that it might not also cause you to think about it. One 
can’t label everything in life as either emotion or thought however. Life 
isn’t a scale with emotion on one end and thought on the other. There are 
other factors involved, things like adrenaline and physical action, which 
might also cause increased attention that isn’t either emotional or 
thoughtful. [You could be more specific with that scale and mention which 
emotions, or which thoughts.] When you’re running you have a lot of 
attention on the fact that you are running, and you’re not thinking about it 
or being emotional about it. This means that just because you like 
something, doesn’t mean that it is emotional. You might like running, but it 
doesn’t cause emotions in you. [But when you think about running it is 
going to cause more emotions in you since you like it, and you are probably 
going to be experiencing better emotions when you are running if you like it 


then if you don't, unless you enjoy pain then you could like something that 
generates bad emotions in you (it could be generating negative short term 
emotions, but since you like it, positive emotions over the long term, or 
positive emotions when you think about it (or even a mix of the emotions 
since it is more complicated that you like it but it causes pain).] What does 
emotion mean then? Emotions must be thoughts that you can’t identify, 
when you feel something, it must be that you are thinking about something 
unconsciously. You just have no idea what it is, usually. Emotions and 
feelings are thoughts then. By that I mean that they can be broken down 
into parts and figured out what those parts are. And thoughts are just really 
parts that you can identify. So the difference between emotions, feelings 
and thoughts is that you know what thoughts are about, but you don’t have 
as good an idea of what emotions and feelings are, as they are more obscure 
and harder to identify. 


Thus once you find out what is causing the emotion, it is no longer an 
emotion, but it is a thought (that is, you now call the emotion a thought, so 
the thought is still probably generating emotion. In your mind then there is 
still an emotion, but this emotion is now “part” of a thought, it becomes part 
of the thought associated with it because you created this link, and hence 
you would call the emotion/thought just a thought because while thoughts 
can generate emotions, emotions cannot generate thoughts (by themselves), 
unless you realize what the emotion is (then you are generating the thought, 
not the emotion generating it), but you are realizing it is a thought, not an 
emotion: so this realization takes over and now the emotion is part of that 
realization (because you consider the emotion a part of you, and you 
generated the realization), instead of the realization being a part of the 
emotion (and since it seems like the emotion belongs to the realization 
(you), instead of vice versa, you call it a thought instead of an emotion, 
because you generated the thought (and hence it also seems that you are 
now consciously also generating the emotion (the emotion coming from the 
thought))). So that would mean that all emotions have route in real things, 
and these real things can be explained with thoughts, so all emotions then 
are really thoughts that you haven’t realized; an emotion would just be a 
thought that you haven’t identified yet, so the term “emotion” goes away 
when you realize it is a thought (because that is what it really was all along, 
a thought) (though this thought might still be generating a feeling). So, 


since you perceive the emotion as belonging to you, and you generate 
thoughts consciously, you consider the emotion to be part of a thought, not 
vice versa (and hence call identified emotions “thoughts”). So when you 
identify an emotion, it is a thought because thoughts can generate emotions, 
so if the emotion is still there after you identified it you would say it falls 
under the category “thought”, because the thought is making it. [That brings 
up the question, "do thoughts about your emotions accurately represent 
what that emotion is?". If the thought doesn't accurately represent the 
emotion, then you would really need more thoughts to represent the entire 
emotion (show what that emotion is). Also, can you ever really perfectly 
explain emotion with thought? Emotion seems infinitely complicated, finite 
and dynamic.] You might be lazy however and not want to spend time 
thinking, which are what emotions are for. “Ah that gold sword is pretty” 
might be the emotion, but to your conscious mind you would have no idea 
that you like the sword because it is pretty, you might just know that you 
like the sword and it is making you emotional about it. Therefore, 
emotional things are really any feelings that cause unconscious or conscious 
thought. Feeling is also another word for unconscious thought. That then 
leads to the conclusion that thought can be emotional (because thoughts are 
going to be about things that can cause emotion). I think that emotions can 
be more emotional than thought, however, because emotions can contain 
more than one thought (while thoughts are very slow consciously), 
therefore causing it to cause more feeling, or be more emotional. [So 
thought is simpler than emotions and therefore they might cause less 
feelings by themselves, but the feeling a thought brings up is probably 
going to be more complicated than the thought alone, since feelings are 
usually more complicated than thoughts.] While you can only express a few 
thoughts a minute, your emotions can contain endless numbers of thoughts 
per minute — they are not as exact and hence don’t make as much sense as 
thoughts do. 


Since emotion is really thought, when you are experiencing emotion you 
could almost say that you are thinking. You really are thinking about 
emotion when you experience it because thought is just paying attention to 
something in your mind. You also might learn (or unlearn) from processing 
or experiencing emotion because emotions are similar to thoughts, or could 
be said to be a type of thought. You are probably going to learn more 


unconsciously if you are experiencing emotions then not, because that is 
something that would be occurring causing you to learn instead of just 
learning from nothing. This also explains Descartes’ statement “I think, 
therefore I am” because if all emotion is really thought, then that shows 
how emotions contribute to your existence in a meaningful way. They do 
because you learn from them like you learn from thoughts, emotions are 
real things and meaningful because they are thoughts to you (or things 
(thoughts) that symbolize real things (what you are thinking or feeling 
about) which cause you to experience the world and learn). 


So thought is just a lot of attention on one little thing. And emotion is 
attention on lots of individual things, or possibly one thing. So things that 
are emotional are things that cause you to think, consciously or 
unconsciously. [A conscious feeling would just be a feeling that you have 
identified (or recognized) more than an unconscious one.] And therefore 
they would cause you to feel, consciously or unconsciously. So the more 
you like something you can’t consciously identify as to why you like it, the 
more emotional it is, and the more you like something where you can 
consciously identify what it is, the more conscious thought it is going to 
cause, and the more logical that thing is going to be. Emotion is just 
unconscious thought. 


How This Chapter shows how Intelligence is intertwined with Emotion: 


e “Emotion goes on and off for everyone” — this statement shows how 
there are degrees to which someone can be focused on and feel 
thought, and degrees to which someone can be focused on and feel 
feeling. That then also explains the next statement in the chapter 
“some things in life can identifiably cause more emotion than other 
things”. 

e Since there are parts of emotion that don’t have thought (assuming that 
emotion and thought overlap — but that is a logical assumption because 
thoughts generate feelings and are therefore less independent) then 
emotion (especially emotion without any thought) is going to need less 
focus or concentration, because emotion is a more pleasurable 
experience, but thought is one where concentration is usually used. 


e Emotions can direct and control thoughts — if you are feeling that your 
computer is bad, then you might then give it less or more attention, and 
conscious attention is a function of thought because you need to think 
to start to focus on something. Or when you notice something you 
noticing it is a conscious experience because you “notice” it and 
thoughts are things which you are aware of which would then 
contribute to consciousness. 

e Next mentioned is how emotions and feelings are just harder to 
identify then thoughts, and that therefore emotions and feelings are 
really thoughts themselves, or vice versa. If all thought is really 
emotion, and all emotion really thought, then all intelligence could 
vary and be dependent on emotions. This is further evidenced by the 
statement “thus once you find out what is causing the emotion it is no 
longer an emotion, but it is a thought”. That shows how an emotion is 
a thought that you just aren’t identifying. It is just a matter of 
definition of the terms. Thought is concrete things which are real in the 
world, and emotion is something that you feel but can’t visualize. So 
therefore intelligence is just the ability to do things which are real, 
versus feeling something, which isn’t as “real” as thoughts are. 

¢ If a thought is clear then it could be easy to understand. However that 
doesn't mean that it is a complicated thought. A complex idea or 
thought could be easy to figure out - and it could relate to its 
associated feelings. 

e What would it mean for a thought or group of thoughts to be clear? An 
abstract thought could be an abstract concept, which could also be 
clear, however it would also be more emotional or have feeling. 
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Intellect, Cognition and Emotion 


Humans have emotions - feelings are tangible while emotions are - or could 
be considered to be deep and complicated. The idea that feelings are 
tangible basically means that they could be more sensory or less intellectual 
and deep. Emotions are more powerful than feelings; however, they could 
also trigger the human intellect. 


What would it mean for emotion to be powerful? Would that involve 
physical feelings? Physical stimulation can also be deep or shallow, 
emotional or intellectual. If the feeling (physical, emotional) is intellectual 
then it could be emotional or it could also be tied in with sensory feelings 
(say when you touch something). 


What would it mean for something to be intellectual? Would that mean that 
it is different from the persons emotions? Emotions can be tied in with 
feelings - however that means that the emotion could be shallow and 
thought provoking or deep, or a strong emotion that is also deep. 


It is important to distinguish deep feelings from sensory feelings. Deep 
feelings are probably intellectual - they are tied in with complicated 
cognitions which include memory processes, executive functioning (control 
of thoughts, ideas and images) and understanding concepts. 


Concepts can also be emotional since they are intellectual or intelligent. A 
concept is like an idea only it is general or generic. An idea is something 
that occurs to someone while a concept could be the definition of an idea or 
the idea that the person refers to or already understood. Those deeper 
concepts can trigger emotions that are related to the idea or concept. A 
single concept could be powerful or significant to the person. 


A humans emotions could influence their thoughts - and their physical 
feelings can also influence either their thoughts or their emotions (or both at 
the same time). Thoughts could be complicated - they are a mix of goals 
and motivations with the persons environment and experience. 
Furthermore, a motivation could have complicated emotions, and their 
present situation could be causing complicated emotions. 


The difference between feelings and thoughts is simple and complex - a 
thought could be complex because it could involve the persons motivations 
mixed in with the objects in their environment and their experience. They 
could have a thought for each object or each objective reality in their 
situation. 


The difference between their feelings and thoughts then is that their feelings 
cause feeling, or stimulation and could be complex and intellectual while 
their thoughts could be unconscious or complex. 


title 


Humans have feelings. Humans can also think about their feelings. Other 
factors in reality help the thinking process - such as what is in the persons 
environment, and what they are paying attention to all assist the persons 
thinking process. 


But what exactly is a thought process? Is it a sentence? Is it a single idea? Is 
it a few ideas that the person is trying to think about or understand? 


The ideas someone is thinking about could be complicated and internal - or 
simple and related to their environment. 


Humans have ideas - mulitple ideas can compose a thought process. The 
ideas can be about different things - stuff in the persons environement, other 
ideas or memories that they want to think about, and they can form thoughts 
or sentences about those ideas - they can also think about their feelings 
(with ideas or sentences). 


For instance, a feeling could be an idea - or an idea could become a feeling 


What does that mean an idea is? An idea is something that occurs to 
someone - it is a concept or intention, or an understanding of some sort. 


Ideas can relate to a persons feelings - and to the persons thought process. 
That is, ideas can complete a thought process. 


title 


Ideas are thoughts that occur to people, 'that is an excellent idea’ wold be 
the expression. 


People have emotions. Their emotions are feelings that they feel. That 
means that they like to think about things 


If humans think, then however it is more fun , however , it is not fun , 
however I now think that that makes sense. 


Feelings are triggered by cognition 


A practical therapy would be for someone to learn how their thoughts 
trigger their feelings - how complicated can someones feelings be? 


There are feelings like happiness and sadness, those are major feelings 
because humans care if they are happy or sad. Sadness is not a painful 
feeling, though it would seem to be a negative feeling - especially if it is a 
deep sadness that generates pain. 


So sad can be a painful feeling. Any feeling could be a painful feeling if the 
person is in pain. 


Emotions are important because they make humans feel stuff - humans have 
a wide range of feeling. 


If humans have a wide range of feeling then there is a lot to analyze about 
what they are feeling. My previous articles discuss different ways in which 
feeling functions - like how it interacts with cognition. Humans can be 
delusional and their emotions could be influenced by their thoughts (and 
vice versa). 


Analyzing emotion 


There are lots of things to analyze about emotions and feelings - what their 
impact on people is, what it causes people to do, how it makes them think, 
and so on. 


For instance feelings can be powerful - how is that supposed to be 
analyzed? Someone can know if they have a strong feeling, and they can 
know when they are thinking something, also. 


How is a person supposed to know when their thinking is influencing their 
emotions? How could that process be described? Thoughts are about stuff - 
while feelings are simply how someone feels. 


My theory of subjective analysis 


Emotion is subjective - that means that the feelings that humans experience 
are unique to each individual person - if each person has their own 
experience then they are going to form different opinions and different ideas 
than the people they interact with. 


But what is emotion? Emotion mean feeling - that someone is feeling 
something. If someone is feeling something then it feels ‘like’ something. 


If someone is feeling something then they are experiencing emotions. 
Emotion is an experience - it is something that you feel. 


Humans can also think about things - the things that they think about help 
to make their emotions more complex. However, this also applies to other 
animals such as dogs - if a dog thinks about their owner then they make 
their feelings more complex. They are focusing their feelings on their 
owner, and that generates those feelings. They could also look at their 
owner, and so on - in order to help to trigger those complicated feelings. 


That seems fairly simple - how is someone supposed to know when they are 
generating an emotion? If they are aware that they are experiencing an 
emotion then they might notice the emotion. 


This applies to all things in life - different objects and experiences cause 
humans and animals to have emotional reactions. The reactions that they 
experience could be complicated reactions, or they could be simple 
reactions. 


What would make a reaction simple? What would make an emotional 
reaction complex? Emotion can have subtlety - so even though there might 
be a single emotion - say the feeling ‘joy’ - then the feeling could still be 
complicated. 


Analysis of Emotions 


But I am just talking about experiencing emotions and feelings. There is 
more to life than experiencing emotions. Humans have to think about 


things, also. 


There are lots of things in life that humans think about. People think about 
physical stuff like food or other objects in their environment, or different 
environments that they are in. All the things in someones environment are 
physical things. 


If an object that a person is thinking about is physical then they could 
imagine it in their mind - ‘picture’ it. That means that there are lots of things 
that people can think about - abstract concepts that cannot be imagined by a 
visual mental picture, and concrete objects that can be pictured. Some 
concepts can be pictured, however there is a large range of stuff to think 
about and much of it involves complicated objects or a lot of objects 
(making it harder for the person to make a picture in their mind of the 
concept or environment). 


What would make an object a complicated object? Someone can picture a 
human in their mind - however that doesn't mean that they are going to 
make it emotionally complicated. 


What is the difference between just picturing something or someone and 
thinking deeply about it then? When I say ‘picture’ what does that mean 
other than literally making a mental picture of something. Perhaps my use 
of the understanding of ‘picture or mental image’ just makes humans think 
more about whatever it is that they are thinking about. 


Emotions and Feelings and How to Change Them 

In the first section I discuss emotions and feelings and the difference 
between them, in the second section I discuss how they function and how to 
change them. 


Emotion is more similar to conscious thought than feelings are to conscious 
thought. Although emotion and feeling can be described as unconscious 
thought, one of them is going to be more similar to conscious thought. 
Feelings are more like sensations, when you touch something you get a 
feeling. Therefore feelings are faster than emotions and thought, because 
when you touch something there is a slight delay before you can think of 
something about it (thought), or feel something deeply about it (emotion). 
Emotion is therefore just unconscious thought. Actually it would better be 
described as unconscious feeling (so a feeling is like a conscious emotion 
because you can "feel" it better and easier but emotion is a deeper, more 
unconscious experience similar to unconscious thought, but emotions are 
also more similar to conscious thought because thought is a deep experience 
while feelings are intense or shallow, but not deep). 


One definition of emotion can be "any strong feeling". From that 
description many conclusions can be drawn. Basic (or primary) emotions 
can be made up of secondary emotions like love can contain feelings or 
emotions of lust, love and longing. Feelings can be described in more detail 
than emotions because you can have a specific feeling for anything, each 
feeling is unique and might not have a name. For instance, if you are upset 
by one person that might have its own feeling because that person upsets 
you in a certain way. That feeling doesn't have a defined name because it is 
your personal feeling. The feeling may also be an emotion, say anger. 
"Upset" is probably too weak to be an emotion, but that doesn't mean that it 
isn't strong like emotions are strong in certain ways. Cold is also just a 
feeling. There is a large overlap between how feelings feel and how 
emotions feel, they are similar in nature. So there are only a few defined 
emotions, but there are an infinite number ways of feeling things. You can 
have a "small" emotion of hate and you could say that you have the feeling 
hate then, if it is large you could say you are being emotional about hate, or 
are experiencing the emotion hate. You can have the same emotion of hate 


in different situations, but each time the feeling is going to be at least 
slightly different. 


You can recognize any feeling, that is what makes it a feeling. If you are sad 
that is a feeling, but if you are depressed that isn’t a feeling it is more like 
an emotion. You can’t identify why you are depressed but you can usually 
identify why you are sad. Feelings are more immediate, if something 
happens or is happening, it is going to result in a feeling. However, if 
something happened a long time ago, you are going to think about it 
unconsciously and that is going to bring up unconscious feelings. Otherwise 
known as emotion. So emotions are unconscious feelings that are the result 
of unconscious thoughts. Feeling defined there as something you can 
identify. So you can’t identify the unconscious thought that caused the 
unconscious feeling, but you can identify the unconscious feeling (aka 
emotion). 


Another aspect of unconscious thought, emotion, or unconscious feeling (all 
three are the same) is that it tends to be mixed into the rest of your system 
because it is unconscious. If it was conscious then it remains as an 
individual feeling, but in its unconscious form you confuse it with the other 
emotions and feelings and it affects your entire system. So therefore most of 
what people are feeling is just a mix of feelings that your mind cannot 
separate out individually. That is the difference between sadness and a 
depression, a depression lowers your mood and affects all your feelings and 
emotions, but sadness is just that individual feeling. So the reason that the 
depression affects all your other feelings is because you can no longer 
recognize the individual sad emotions that caused it. The feelings become 
mixed. If someone can identify the reason they are sad then they become no 
longer depressed, just sad. Once they forget that that was the reason they 
are depressed however, they will become depressed again. 


That is why an initial event might make someone sad, and then that sadness 
would later lead into a depression, is because you forget why you originally 
got sad. You might not consciously forget, but unconsciously you do. That 
is, it feels like you forget, the desire to get revenge on whatever caused the 
sadness fades away. When that happens it is like you “forgetting” what 
caused it. You may also consciously forget but what matters is how much 


you care about that sadness. It might be that consciously understanding why 
you are depressed or sad changes how much you care about your sadness, 
however. That would therefore change the emotion/feeling of sadness. The 
more you care about the sadness/depression, the more like a feeling it 
becomes and less like an emotion. That is because the difference between 
feelings and emotions is that feelings are easier to identify (because you can 
“feel” them easier). 


The following is a good example of the transition from caring about a 
feeling to not caring about a feeling. Anger as an emotion takes more 
energy to maintain, so if someone is punched or something, they are only 
likely to be mad for a brief period of time, but the sadness that it incurred 
might last for a much longer time. That sadness is only going to be 
recognizable to the person punched for a brief period of time as attributable 
to the person who did the punching, after that the sadness would sink into 
their system like a miniature depression. Affecting the other parts of their 
system like a depression. 


In review, both feelings and emotions are composed of unconscious 
thoughts, but feelings are easier to identify than emotions. Feelings are 
faster than emotions in terms of response (the response time of the feeling, 
how fast it responds to real world stimulation) and it takes someone less 
time to recognize feelings because they are faster. Feelings are closer to 
sensory stimulation, if you touch something, you feel it and that is a fast 
reaction. You care about the feeling so you can separate it out in your head 
from the other feelings. “You care” in that sentence could be translated into, 
the feeling is intense, so you feel it and can identify it easily. That is 
different from consciously understanding why you are depressed or sad. 
You can consciously understand why you are depressed or sad, but that 
might or might not affect the intensity of that sadness. 


If the intensity of the sadness is brought up enough, then you can feel that 
sadness and it isn’t like a depression anymore, it is more like an individual 
feeling then something that affects your mood and brings your system down 
(aka a depression). Also, if you clearly enough understand what the sadness 
is then it is going to remain a sadness and not affect the rest of your system. 
That is because the feeling would get mixed in with the other feelings and 


start affecting them. The period of this more clear understanding of the 
sadness mostly occurs right after the event that caused the sadness. That is 
because it is clear to you what it is. Afterwards the sadness might emerge 
(or translate from a depression, to sadness) occasionally if you think about 
what caused it or just think about it in general. 


The difference between emotion and feeling is that feelings are easier to 
identify because they are faster, a feeling is something you are feeling right 
then. An emotion might be a deeper experience because it might affect 
more of you, but that is only because it is mixed into the rest of your 
system. That is, a depression affects more of you than just an isolated 
feeling of sadness. In other words, people can only have a few feelings at a 
time, but they can have many emotions at the same time. Emotions are 
mixed in, but to feel something you have to be able to identify what it is, or 
it is going to be so intense that you would be able to identify what it is. 
Emotions just feel deeper because it is all your feelings being affected at 
once. 


Since emotion is all your feelings being affected at once, emotions are 
stronger than feelings. Feelings however are a more directed focus. When 
you feel something you can always identify what that one thing is. When 
you have an emotion, the emotion is more distant, but stronger. All your 
feelings must feel a certain way about whatever is causing the emotion. So 
that one thing is affecting your entire system. Feelings can then be defined 
as immediate unconscious thought, and emotions as unconscious thought. 


e When you care about an emotion, you could say that you have a higher 
attention for emotion or that emotional event during that time. You are 
probably going to be in a higher state of action readiness, that is, you 
are probably more alert and going to be able to respond faster to 
whatever it is you are focusing on, or just respond faster in general. 
You also are going to have a better understanding of the emotion if you 
care about it more - you make an assessment of the emotions strength 
and its nature when you think about the emotion (or the event that 
generated the emotion). 

e Feelings are more direct than emotions and thought because they are 
more sensory — when you touch something you get a feeling. That 


shows further how emotions are really about things in the real world, 
only it more like you are thinking about them instead of feeling them 
in real time. Things that come from memory are going to be emotions 
and/or thoughts, not feelings because feelings are things which are 
more tangible, those memories might result in new feelings, but the 
memories themselves are not feelings because they are just thoughts. 
That shows how you can feel some things more than others, that 
thought and feeling are indeed separate and intelligence is sometimes 
driven by feelings and emotions, and sometimes it isn’t. You can think 
about things and not have feelings guiding those thoughts Or your 
feelings could be assisting your thoughts. 

¢ If you care about a feeling then it becomes easier to identify it — that 
shows how your feelings can help you to identify other feelings, so 
your emotions contribute to your emotional intelligence. 

e If acertain emotion is larger than others then to your intellect it is 
going to be easier to recognize, and easier to think about (that is why a 
depression feels like it does, because you don’t know the individual 
emotions contributing to it so you cannot feel a specific emotion of 
sadness from it. 


An explanation for this chapter: 


So feelings are easier to "feel" than emotions, that is probably why they are 
called feelings, because you "feel" them better. Maybe someone else thinks 
you can feel emotions easier, I don't know, the point is you can feel 
emotions and feelings with different levels of intensity and in more than one 
way, a feeling could be not intense but clear to you. So how conscious you 
are of the feeling or emotion influences the intensity of it and your 
conscious experience of it. A feeling could be more intense than en emotion 
if it is the only thing you are feeling as well. That makes sense, if an 
emotion is very complicated, then you probably couldn't feel the entire 
thing as clearly in a brief period of time. So my theory is that feelings are 
more simple, and therefore there are more shallow but possibly more 
intense than emotion because you can focus on a simple thing easier. 


If you are having a deep emotional experience (experiencing an emotion) 
then it makes sense that you aren't as in touch with all of those feelings that 


are occurring. When you touch something you get the feeling "cold" - that 
is simple to understand. When you are in a depression you don't understand 
all the complicated emotions that you are experiencing. You could 
experience sadness all day. When you can say "oh, I really "felt" that", then 
you know you feel it and it is a feeling. When you feel something, it is a 
feeling. When you are emotional about something, those are feelings too, 
but it is more powerful and deeper, you aren't as in touch will all of it 
because it is more complex. You could be in touch with something complex 
and feel that too, I guess. Though I would argue that a feeling is easier to 
focus on if it is simple and clear to understand and feel to your conscious 
mind. 


The significance of this chapter: 


If someone is emotional, then they are feeling a lot. I could say that the 
emotions someone is experiencing could be brought up at different times 
and felt more - translated from somewhere in your strong emotions to 
something you feel more closely. So you can feel some things but that 
doesn't mean that the feeling is intense or clear - those things might become 
clear however at some point. 


When those emotions become clear and you ‘bring them up' - either by 
caring about the emotion or the thought that represents it or it just emerges 
by some other method (such as by doing an evaluation of your emotional 
State) - then they become feelings because you can feel them easier. These 
feelings are more clear, similar to when you touch something you get a 
feeling that is simple and tactile. That is why feelings are called the result of 
emotions, because emotions are like the basis for feelings (at least non- 
tactile ones). You might have a feeling that has a shallow source however as 
well I would say. It doesn't have to be that a feeling is first felt deeply, and 
then you feel it more clearly later on (the feeling being the result of an 
emotion). Maybe the feeling is simple at first and then it becomes more 
complex later. 


What role does attention have to play? Being emotional or feeling 
something can make you pay more or less attention to things, including 
other feelings. Your attention can naturally rise just because of your 
emotional state. 


People feel emotions, and they can feel feelings. Emotions are strong and 
the powerful source of human behavior, and while feelings are also 
powerful they are also diverse, curious, and unique - 'old feelings returning’. 


How to Change Emotions and Feelings 


An appraisal is when you assess something. People make appraisals or 
assessments of emotion all of the time, however they aren't aware most of 
the time that they are doing this. How much someone cares about an 
emotional stimulus is something that is probably thought about frequently 
during the experience. If you think about it people frequently are going to 
naturally analyze what is going on in every situation they are in and think 
about what the emotions occurring are. 


I said in the previous paragraph that people make appraisals of emotional 
things but they aren't aware of themselves doing that. How is that possible 
or what does that mean exactly? If people care about emotion, which they 
clearly do, then they are going to want to know what is going on in the 
situations they encounter in life. So clearly people make assessments of 
how much emotion the things around them are generating, the only question 
is can they do this in a a way that is beneath their awareness. 


People surely must make assessments since they often work on inducing or 
inhibiting feelings in order to make them "appropriate" to a situation. If you 
are going to be changing feeling, then obviously you are going to need to 
measure and assess it first. Sometimes people think this process through 
consciously, and sometimes they don't. 


It makes sense to me that people are going to "know" how valuable certain 
things in their environment are. This is clear when you realize that people 
focus on some things very quickly - such a thing would clearly be 
something of interest to that person or something that generates emotion - 
which would make it interesting. 


So you could say that a person whose attention gets alerted to something 
around them made an assessment about the stimulus or responded to it, the 
stimulus (the thing in their environment they paid sharp attention to) was 


clearly emotional for them. It could have generated any feeling - disgust, 
surprise, happiness, - or maybe an intellectual reaction such as 'that person 
has a bright coat’. 


Does that mean that the person assessed if the bright coat generated 
emotion for them? What would it mean if it generated emotion? Could they 
respond in a fast way without being interested? Someone could respond 
quickly to something and not be in a mood that is very caring at that time, 
in which case maybe little emotion was involved. However if someone was 
interested in something then it makes sense that it is going to cause them to 
have feelings. 


Is something someone is interested in going to cause them to have deep 
emotions or shallow feelings? What types of stimuli result in deep or 
shallow feelings? Just because something generates more emotion for you 
doesn't necessarily mean that it is going to cause you to respond to it faster 
or you would be more interested in it. Maybe your interest is more 
intellectual or maybe you are interested or responding to it quickly because 
you have to. 


Under what circumstances do people care more about feelings? This relates 
to appraisals - if you care about something then you are going to make more 
assessments during the experience about how much emotion is being 
generated probably. People can care more about feelings but that doesn't 
mean that they are aware that they care more during that time. This is 
similar to people going into modes where they are seeking pleasure. My 
theory here is that people have levels of desire and need that fluctuate 
constantly. 


This means that there are many different levels someone can experience an 
emotion or feeling. It is more complicated than simply saying that the 
feeling has a certain strength - each feeling or emotion is going to have a 
unique nature, represent unique ideas and objects, and have a unique 
significance on your psyche. 


Maybe you can say that there are shallow feelings and deep emotions, and 
that there are certain properties that shallow feelings have and certain 
properties that deep feelings have. For instance you probably care more 


about deep feelings (unless the feeling is negative) and therefore they 
probably cause you to have a faster reaction time. However if the feeling is 
deep, sappy, and emotional then maybe your reaction time is slower 
because the emotion is weighing you down. 


This relates to the ‘emotions and feelings and the difference between them' 
section above because I am outlining further that deep feelings/emotions or 
shallow feelings/emotions are different and things happen to humans 
differently with each one. It shows that clearly emotion can make someone 
be different physically, as when you are motivated by emotion you often 
move faster. 


This is just bringing up ideas of depth - some feelings are simple and some 
are complex - that is obvious, however I think people could notice a lot 
more if they grouped their emotions into a categories of strength and 
shallowness or depth and how they responded differently to each different 
category. - Also the person should note what the interest was, the reaction 
time, the negative or positive valence of the emotion. 


Goffman suggests that we spend a good deal of effort on managing 
impressions - that is, acting. Your impression of other people makes you 
feel in different ways, and you try to manage this in a social situation. So 
therefore all of your strong feelings you try to influence by thinking about 
what caused those feelings - such as your impressions - and how you can 
change them. 


So people are basically "emotion-managers", constantly thinking about their 
feelings and what caused them and how they can change them. Whenever 
you change an impression of someone, you are also changing your feelings. 
When you think about your own feelings you are changing them because 
you are changing how much you care about them. You set goals for yourself 
about your own feelings - 'if I do this I am going to become happy’. 


When you think about your feelings you can make insignificant feelings 
large or large feelings small. When a feeling is small, you could say that it 
is More unconscious or beneath your awareness. Something (including 
yourself) could trigger this small feeling and it could emerge into something 
you feel more closely and more consciously. 


So the question is, what circumstances and what type of thinking warrant 
that feeling of 'that sort’. 


We assess the ‘appropriateness’ of a feeling by making a comparison 
between the feeling and the situation. We also have goals for how we want 
to feel that we don't know we are thinking, and we have goals for how we 
want to act as well. Is there a ‘natural attitude’ or a natural way of behaving 
and thinking? Not really - especially when you consider that you are 
unconsciously constantly creating goals, drives, thoughts and behaviors that 
are not fully under your control. 


e In secondary reactive emotions, the person reacts against his or her 
initial primary adaptive emotion, so that it is replaced with a secondary 
emotion. This "reaction to the reaction" obscures or transforms the 
original emotion and leads to actions that are not entirely appropriate 
to the current situation. For example, a man that encounters danger and 
begins to feel fear may feel that fear is not "manly." He may then 
either become angry at the danger (externally focused reaction) or 
angry with himself for being afraid (self-focused reaction), even when 
the angry behavior actually increases the danger. Listening to this 
reaction, someone is likely to have the sense that "something else is 
going on here" or "there's more to this than just anger." The experience 
is something like hearing two different melodies being played at the 
same time in a piece of music, one the main melody and the other the 
background or counterpart. 

e Secondary emotions often arise from attempts to judge and control 
primary responses. 

e Thus, anxiety may come from trying to avoid feeling angry or sexually 
excited, or it may arise from guilt about having felt these emotions. 


When someone rejects what they are truly feeling, they are likely to feel 
bad about themselves. Feeling or expressing one emotion to mask the 
primary emotion is a metaemotional process. Feelings about emotions need 
to be acknowledged and then explored to get at the underlying primary 
emotion. 


Experiential therapists see clients emotional processing as occurring on a 
continuum with five phases (Kennedy-Moore + Watson, 1999[footnote]): 


Kennedy-Moore, E., + Watson, J.C. (1999). Expressing emotion: Myths, 
realities and therapeutic strategies. New York: Guilford Press. 


1. prereflective reaction to an emotion-eliciting stimulus entailing 
perception of the stimulus, preconscious cognitive and emotional 
processing, and accompanying physiological changes 

2. conscious awareness and perception of the reaction 

3. labeling and interpretation of the affective response; people typically 
draw upon internal as well as situational cues to label their responses 

4. evaluation of whether the response is acceptable or not 

5. evaluation of the current context in terms of whether it is possible or 
desirable to reveal one's feelings. 


What role does the emotion 'interest' play in emotional responses? It is a 
baseline emotion of great importance - the action tendency of interest 
involves intending, orienting, and exploring. Interest is felt very frequently, 
probably without being noticed. If you think about it, to some degree 
interest is going to be present with each reaction to stimuli. With every 
response someone has, they are interested to some degree. You can look at 
interest further when you consider secondary emotional responses - what 
was the interest that came from the response that had some other type of 
interest? 


Through each stage of evaluation of a response, or simple evaluations that 
aren't a response to things, there is interest involved as well. This 'interest' 
induces caring, and the interest and caring is going to change your emotions 
- emotions are going to be brought up, intensified, changed based off of 
your interest or caring or evaluations. When you think and make 
evaluations, you change the nature and intensity of the emotions that are 
related to what you are doing or processing. 


Are people going to be more interested in clear, primary emotions or 
feelings that they aren't in touch with? When someone is interested in a 
feeling, how is that different from being interested in the source of the 
feeling? If someone is feeling sad, they might not care about the sadness if 
the feeling is unclear to them or they don't know they are sad. If someone is 
going to try to change a feeling of sadness, it clearly would be beneficial if 
they knew when the feeling is occurring. 


Is it possible to experience deep emotions without being aware at all that 
these emotions are occurring? Yes it is, but there are times when people are 
conscious of those emotions - say when they are recalling them - that the 
deep emotions are more clear. There could be a deep emotion that occurs 
over a long period of time - say anger at someone, this anger could be in 
your body for a long time, during being the person, or while away from the 
person; the point is the anger is reflected upon or it occurs more deeply at 
certain points - and then you are going to be aware of the emotion. 


That anger is a significant, primary feeling. The feeling is significant 
because it shows how large the emotion is that is behind it. People can feel 
feelings that are shallow or intense at the time, but these feelings don't 
necessarily mean more than that or are deeper than that because they aren't 
deep or primary - they don't mean anything else or occur at other times you 
aren't aware of (indicating that this feeling is significant). The feeling of 
shallow feelings is still potent (because you are feeling them in real time), 
but they aren't as powerful as feelings that have a special meaning or 
significance for you (which would make you feel deeper in real time and 
feel more effected). 


If you think about it, people change their feelings by thinking all of the 
time. The way they could help manage this is probably by making 
assessments of their emotional state. If people think about what just made 
them happy or sad, then they might be able to do something or think 
something to change that. Some emotional responses are going to be more 
noticeable, and that is when people might try to figure out what went on. 


There are subtleties of emotion as well. People probably respond in many 
ways that they aren't aware of consciously, but they might have responded 
because something beneath their notice occurred emotionally. You could 
say that the emotional world beneath your notice is the "unconscious" mind 
or the unconscious world. 


Your emotions change all of the time, only sometimes are you going to 
notice when an emotion changes or when you are experiencing one. 
Furthermore, you might want or expect to experience one emotion but you 
are actually experiencing a different one because unconsciously that is how 
you are responding. For instance, maybe you have an unconscious bias 


against a group of people so you feel hate when you interact with them, but 
you consciously think that you like those people and feel like you should be 
happy and positive towards them. A feeling might be important to your 
unconscious mind, or a feeling might be important to your conscious mind - 
in which case you would probably ‘care’ about it. 


Your attention is constantly divided between various things in your 
environment, your own internal thinking and your own emotions. Your 
emotions are going to determine and assist what you pay attention to. For 
instance, if something is emotional in your environment for you, then more 
of your attention is probably going to spent thinking about or focusing on 
that thing. 


Or maybe something in your environment is just more interesting than 
something else, the point is something in your environment or something in 
your head (emotions, thoughts) caused an intellectual or emotional reaction 
in you, and that then caused you to pay more attention to it. That doesn't 
mean that you notice it more after you pay attention - this type of paying 
attention might be unconscious - i.e. - more of your attentional resources or 
just more of the focus that people have (not all of which they are aware of) 
is going to be directed at it. 
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Advanced Ideas are Important Objects 


Human beings can think simple ideas or they can think complex ideas. How 
is a person supposed to know if an idea that they are thinking is something 
that needs further consideration? 


There are lots of things that people can think about. Some things that people 
think about are simple topics that they regularly bring up in conversation. 
Other things that people think about are things that they emotionally 
ponder. 


How is a person supposed to know if something that someone ponders is 
something that is important for them? Humans could think about many 
topics throughout the day. 


What is thinking for that matter? When a person thinks they are pondering 
stuff - they form ideas about life or what they are doing, and they try to 
make sense out of what is happening. 


If someone doesn't make sense out of what is happening, then they might 
not process what is going on in a situation. Their understanding could be 
emotional or it could be a practical understanding. A practical 
understanding could be emotional - that is, if they have a feeling for what is 
going on then they might also be capable of interpreting that understanding 
in practical fashion. 


Thoughts and Concepts 


It doesn't really matter if someone interprets a situation in a practical 
fashion, as long as they understand what the significant factors are or if they 
can respond in an effective manner. 


Different ideas that the person has could be emotional ideas (ideas about the 
feelings that they are experiencing) or they could be ideas about what is 
going on or what their thoughts are. If their thoughts are on their feelings 
then they could interpret things differently from if their thoughts are coming 
from the situation. 


Therefore, there can be different amounts of focus on ones thoughts or the 
situation - people can direct their thoughts at life in general or they could 
direct their thoughts at what they want from a situation. 


Situations or life-scenarios impact a humans feelings in various ways - the 
person could try to interpret what is going on by analyzing either the 
external sources or what the impact on their feelings is. 


Practical Realites are Symbols of Emotion 


Different objects or experiences in life generate different amounts and kinds 
of emotion. These experiences or symbols can consistently generate the 
same emotions and feelings or they could be diverse and inconsistent. 


All of life can be divided into different ideas or categories of objects. The 
different objects can be emotional objects that generate feeling, like 
someones pet - or they could be practical objects that someone uses for non- 
personal purposes. 


Then would that just be a matter of analyzing which objects are most 
important to the person? People do different activities - that then is just a 
simple matter of managing their lives. 


If a feeling is motivating someone to achieve a goal or objective - does that 
then make them look for an object that will fulfill that purpose? 


Goals and objectives are the ideas that people form in their minds based 
upon what they think they will capable of achieving and what objects and 
objectives they will be capable of satisfying. 


Feelings can motivate thoughts and ideas - how is a person even supposed 
to know what an idea is or what a thought that they have is? THere are 
simple thoughts that relate directly to what the person wants and their are 
more complicated thoughts that are harder to think about. There are also 
things that are unclear. 


That means that an idea can be unclear, simple or complex. If an idea is 
simple and unclear then it could be understood better emotionally. If an idea 
is felt well - or naturally understood by the person, then it could be a simple 
idea because the unconscious mind is usually more simple than the 
conscious mind. 


That doesn't necessarily mean that emotional ideas are simple - emotions 
can communicate complex concepts or ideas. That is dreams are often very 
complicated. 


Ideas and Symbols 


Humans can have an idea about life, or they can think about life in a more 
simple manner just by idle thinking or daydreaming. However it isn't 
necessary to daydream in order to ponder ones objectives and experiences. 


Daydreaming would be the equivalent of understanding something in a 
simple emotional manner - however is daydreaming, idle thinking, or 
emotional feeling-based thought simple, unclear, or obvious? 


Those are interesting questions, it means something about the unconscious 
mind - what does it take for a person to ponder their life - they don't 
necessarily need to think about their life in a simple or emotional fashion. 


Truth and Logic 


If something is subjective then it is subject to opinion, and isn't like a fact or 
solid piece of information. Truth and logic can determine how subjective 
something is, if someone is being accurate then it is logical and makes 
sense - or is the truth. 


Why would it matter is someone was being accurate? What would that 
mean anyway - to be accurate about something? 


It really depends on what the person is accurate about. Lots of stuff in life 
relates to peoples emotions, so therefore that information could be subject 
to personal opinion. 


What sort of information relates to opinion or to human emotion? 


Humans have a lot of emotions, feelings can mix with other feelings - for 
instance sadness and anger can mix together. It is a critical concept to 
understand that different feelings can combine to form a new, combined 
feeling. 


Different attitudes can also combine with feelings - for instance sad can 
combine with a pessimistic attitude. An attitude differs from a feeling 
because an attitude is like an intention, while a feeling is simply how the 
person is feeling (the two can combine to produce a more powerful 
feeling/attitude). 


In this way attitudes and feelings are separate - attitude is something that is 
more under the persons control - because they can control what they are 
thinking about and where they direct their hostility to some degree, while a 
feeling is the unconscious minds understanding and feeling of what is 
happening, which cannot be controlled, only influenced by the persons 
thoughts. 


Tiger's Eye 


What happens when someone has a feeling that they don't understand, but 
have a strong attitude about something? They can have an attitude and 


might know what the attitude is for - however that doesn't mean that the 
feeling that is associated with the attitude is as simple as the attitude. 


Attitudes are simple because they are more something that the person is 
directing towards something - that is what an attitude is after all - something 
that the person is passionate or violent about. 


Feelings can be complicated because they come from the unconscious - the 
unconscious mind is not as directed as the conscious mind. An attitude 
could be under control or directed because it is conscious, however that 
doesn't mean that it is going to be. 


People know what the ‘attitude’ means, and they know what the word 
‘feeling’ means, however these two words are critical to understand because 
attitudes are directed at something and are more of a force, while feelings 
are just emotions. 


A human doesn't even necessarily need to have an attitude, they could just 
be feeling emotions. If a feeling or emotion is strong enough it could be 
considered to be an attitude because it would change the persons demeanor, 
however perhaps feelings and attitudes could be controlled and mixed in a 
desired fashion. 


Perception and Reality 


There is a reality to any situation. Different parts of the situation can be 
observed by the perceiver. Depending on what someone is feeling, different 
ideas and perceptions could be understood or looked at. 


That, however, brings up the question of - what is a perception? If a 
perception is a way of looking at something then there are different ways of 
understanding a single experience or event. 


Some experiences are unconsciously processed - the person simply feels 
that way based upon what their mind wants to feel and think. 


The person in an experience can try to alter how the experience is felt by 
thinking about what their emotions are and what is happening in the 
situation. How is the person supposed to know if thier emotions are being 
influenced? Why would someone care about what they are feeling? 


Some decisions are 'subjective' - that means that a decision that a person 
makes in a situation depends on their emotions and feelings. If they have an 
idea - then that idea might be something that is influenced by the person in 
the situation. 


Depending on what is happening in a situation, different emotions and 
feelings are going to be influenced. The person can also influence their own 
emotions by think about how they want to feel - or what they are feeling. 


What else might influence how a person is feeling in a situation that they 
can control by their own thinking? Why would a person thinking about their 
own feelings influence how those feelings are felt? They can try and 
manage their own feelings - or they could think about what they want, or 
how they are feeling. 


Thinking about how they are feeling influences the feelings because the 
emotions that they are feeling are tied in with their thoughts. Thoughts 
influence feelings in different ways - a thought could assist a feeling, a 
thought could hinder a feeling, or a thought could change the nature or 
positive or negative orientation of a feeling. 


Somw feelings can be influenced by the reality in a situation, while others 
are influenced by what the person is thinking about. Sometimes the feelings 
might be physical - however those feelings are also influenced by a persons 
thoughts. 


Different Ideas 


If a person thinks about an idea - then they are thinking a thought of some 
sort. That means that something is occurring to them. What could a person 
think about as an idea? They can think about anything basically, some ideas 
or thoughts might be partially unconscious or unclear. 


Some ideas or thought are going to be linked to different feelings that a 
person has - and further more there could be groupings of ideas and 
groupings of feelings that are linked to the thoughts that a person has. 


There can also be different ways feelings influence thoughts - positively, 
negatively, delusionally, optimistically, and with a different feeling that can 
also change the perspective of the thought. 


What is an Emotional Perspective? 


A perspective can be a way of viewing something - that basically means 
that something in life can be different than from how it was previously, and 
different in many ways. 


If something is different from how it used to be then what would the 
difference be? Humans understand different ideas in different ways, and 
things in life also change depending on the circumstances. 


The situation that someone is in can effect how that person is feeling in that 
situation. What the person is doing could be something simple or something 
complex, and it could hard or easy for the person to achieve their goals and 

objectives. 


Depending on the person a situation or difficulty could be viewed in various 
ways. The other people in the situation could also be dealt with in a 
different manner. 


This means that in any situation there are multiple things that are changing. 
The people in the situation change, difficulties in the situation change, and 
the viewpoint from different areas around the environment is different, 
depending on where the person is standing. 


If a person has a different viewpoint of an environment from different 
locations, and if they can see different people and different difficulties from 
spaces around the area, then that means that stuff happens in those areas 
that can differ drastically. 


If things is life are different, or change then the motivations and desires that 
the people who are in those environments feel could also change. 


That is a simple way of looking at it - in any room there are different 
objects, and in any environment there are also different objects. Different 
people can also be different - like how one object is different from another 
object, any one person is different from the next. 


Life is full of objects and ideas - the ideas in life can be used to describe the 
different objects in life, and these objects can mean different things to 
different people. Objects can be symbols which can be important to a 
person, and these symbols can all fit in an environment or room. 


Perspectives 


That means that someone can look at a situation positively or negatively. If 
something is positive and beneficial, then it means that the different objects 
that comprise the objective or reward can be broken up into various parts 
and each part can be looked at for its motivational, emotional or cognitive 
components. 


If an object is a symbol that means that it can represent different things in 
life. Something in life that is different could be something that is extremely 
dramatic or obtrusive. Something obtrusive is something that causes an 
emotional response. 


An emotional response is something that the person feels - the person might 
notice that if they think about what they are doing in any situation. If a 
person is aware of what they are doing then they might be aware of the 
reasons behind what they are doing. 


Subjective Emotions are Perspectives (with logic) 


There are ways of viewing the world - these ways can be called different 
perspectives. A perspective is a viewpoint. A viewpoint is a way of looking 
at something. Since there are different main emotions, then there are also 
only a few major ways of viewing things in life. 


Emotions are feelings - perception is a way of feeling because it is like 
viewing a specific or related set of objects. What would it mean to ‘look at 
something in one way’? What would be the different ways of looking at 
something? There are ways of perceiving things from emotional viewpoints 
- negatively, positively, and neutrally. 


Information can be viewed from a positive perspective, some information is 
objective and it doesn't matter what the feelings are that the person who is 
thinking about the information has. Which feelings relate to what 
information then? There are some feelings that can slant how some 
information is looked at more than other feelings. Would those feelings be 
described as being key, important or basic? 


When an emotion is basic or important, how does it influence the persons 
overall feelings? There can be an emotional state that someone is in - this 
state can come from many key feelings or just a few strong emotions or 
drives. 


How is someone supposed to identify if an emotion is important? What is a 
single emotion anyway? There can be a single state of feeling or a single 
drive or motivation that is powerful. How would that relate to thinking or 
thought? 


If there are multiple thoughts then there could be a different way of viewing 
something from each different thought. Thoughts can also have a viewpoint 
or perspective, basically. A thought could be an idea or understanding that a 
person has that reflects a viewpoint or feeling. 


Different ideas can form a 'theoretical framework' for an emotion or 
perspective - the structure is theoretical because different feelings are 
subjective - that means that the ideas can change easily based upon the 


persons feelings, and in turn influence other thoughts or ideas - which all 
contribute to a certain perspective. 


Perception 

A perspective is more than a way of looking at something - everything is 
based off of what happens in life, so a perception is a way of looking at 
behavior or action in the real world (philosophers call this the 'life-world' or 
the 'horizon'). Reality can be viewed as a whole - or it can be looked at part 
by part. Similarly, feelings and perceptions and actions all can be looked at 
individually or as a whole. 


Being aware of something means that the person is conscious of that object. 
A human could also be conscious of the entire world, the life within the 
world, or some of the world. What does all that mean - human think with 
words and thoughts and ask questions about themselves and the world - it 
doesn't necessarily mean anything if they do that kind of thinking - what 
would make such thinking productive? If they recognize which aspects of 
the world they are thinking about, how they are thinking about them, and 
what the feelings and perceptions of those things are. 


Subjective Perception and Logic 


Logic is the ability to understand information in a clear way - when 
someone thinks about something, it can be simple or it can be complex. If it 
is complicated then it isn't necessarily clear, or something could be simple 
and it could also be unclear. What then would the difference be between 
something simple and something complex? 


Complex information could be anything that is hard to understand. How 
does someone know when something that they think about is easy or hard to 
comprehend? Things that are hard to understand can be related to advanced 
topics - or they could be simple things in life that are just difficult to think 
about or are subjective. 


If a concept is subjective then it could be an emotional concept - an 
emotional concept could be a concept that is dependent on a persons 
feelings or opinions. If someone has an opinion about something - for 
instance, if they are assessing how much they like something (desire) or if 
something is interesting (which could possibly be how cool something is) 
then that is a subjective concept or thought that is emotion or feeling based. 


When someone makes a subjective decision or evaluation they are using 
their feelings to make that decision. That relates to intellect as well as to 
feeling because someones opinion is their intellectual assessment of how 
much they desire something. 


Desire, Drive and Interest 


How intellectual is desire or drive? Is an interest in something more 
emotional or is interest more intellectual? What does that mean exactly - for 
an interest to be cognitive/ Desire could be something that a person thinks 
about - someone can think about their own desires and motivations, and that 
could help to make those motivations more clear to them. 


If a human understand what their feelings are then it becomes more 
cognitive and clear. However the unconscious is very complex so there 


could be a confusion of feeling or understanding - the unconscious mind 
gives signals and feelings about what a person really wants or dislikes. 


Desire is a human drive - humans and animals drive themselves to have 
pleasure seeking-goals and motivations. They also think about things in life 
that relate to those goals. The things that humans think about are cognitive 
aspects of thought or mind, and the things that cause them to experience 
feelings are the emotional or feeling-based aspects of the mind. 


How does the cognitive (thoughts and intellect) mix with the feeling or 
emotional aspect of mind? Humans have thoughts, and they have feelings - 
however how cognition and emotion relate is much more complicated than 
simply thinking about something and it having a component or aspect that 
is emotional (a feeling). 


Logic and Emotion 


There are different aspects of life that are emotional, different things that 
generate feelings, and these same things can also be thought about - can be 
understood. If something is understood then it is 'comprehended'’, feelings 
can be intelligent and that means that there is something to understand 
about the feelings. 


When a human understands a feeling, what exactly is it that they are 
understanding? Feelings relate to certain things, and these things can help to 
classify and define the feeling. Feelings relate to the parts that makeup the 
feeling. The parts that makeup the feeling are usually simple and direct - if 
a person can label the feeling anyway. If it is hard to label or pick out the 
feeling then it would be hard to identify what the source of the feeling is. 


Assessing feelings is very subjective because it is hard to label what a 
persons feelings are. It isn't even clear if humans have the appropriate ways 
or language to describe their feelings. They don't necessarily even need to 
be described - when someone is feeling something then it is obvious that 
they are feeling something - or even if it isn't obvious they still are 
experiencing emotions. 


Emotions were described by Aristotle as being wild and uncontrollable - 
while reason is the opposite. That is a simple idea to understand - feelings 
are passionate, while logic is simply thoughts or ideas. 


Feelings aren't necessarily passionate - a person can experience feeling and 
not be interested in their own feelings, however compared to reasoning 
(which could be understanding concepts and ideas in life, or thinking about 
things that are intelligent). How could someone define when thought is 
intelligent then? Feelings can be simple - or they could be complex feelings, 
while thoughts are also simple - it is the combination of many difficult 
thoughts that lead to more complicated understandings (a thought could be 
something like a sentence describing an idea or concept). 


Is intellect clear? 


How is someone supposed to identify if a thought or idea is intelligent? 
Humans think about lots of things all of the time, it isn't necessarily clear if 
those things are complicated or they are simple. Thinking about something 
to eat could be a simple idea - or could that be a complicated idea? 


Dogs and other animals think about what they want to eat - and it helps to 
motivate them to get that food. The motivation or drive is a survival 
instinct. The instinct for survival motivates them to get the food - or is it the 
desire to eat something? That is a complicated question right there. 


Assessing the reason behind different motivations is very complicated, or it 
could be considered to be simple. On on hand, when a human wants 
something it could be obvious what it is that they want and why they want 
that, if you consider the basic and important emotions then the basic 
instincts are rather obvious, however there are often subtle motivations and 
lesser feelings that humans can experience. 


Belief, Perception and Reality 


In the SOPHIST Plato distinguishes between two kinds of belief - 'doxa' 
which is the process of thinking, and 'phantasia' - which is 'through sense 
perception’. 


What is the difference between perception and reality? There are different 
processes of thinking about things. Humans think in different ways about 
different topics and objects. 


For instance, people can think cognitively or emotionally. That means that 
they can sort of ‘feel’ stuff - or they can think about stuff (or some 
combination of the two). 


What happens when a human thinks about something - this could be called 
a thought process or just a period of thinking. People can think as if in a day 
dream, which might be more of an idle type of thinking - or they could 
seriously consider different ideas in a logical fashion (which would be 
intelligent thinking). 


What are the consequences of intelligent or serious thinking? If it is 
thinking about emotions then it could be considered to be emotionally 
reflective - or if it is thinking about a topic which is related to human beings 
then it could also involve an understanding of feelings. - For instance 
emotions and motivation are clearly important for an understanding of 
politics, any event that involves people, or anything basically - the details 
are complex. 


When humans think they use their feelings to think about things - or the 
thoughts involve an understanding of feelings. An understanding of feelings 
could use feeling that the person could feel - or the feeling could simply be 
thought about. 


Logical thinking 


What are the different types of logical thinking? There could be ways of 
thinking clearly about things, or the thinking could involve different 
supporting points - or some combination of the two. 


Thinking that is more logical would probably involve a greater 
understanding that simply thinking in a simple or inaccurate fashion - what 
would be an example of logical thinking then? 


Some thinking corresponds with reality while other types of thinking are 
more motivation related. If the thinking is motivated then it is triggered by 
feelings and emotions - 


For any idea there could by many logical or supporting points. A logical 
point is a point that makes sense or reveals a truth that is accurately 
represented. If a reality is misrepresented then it is probably not very clear - 
its 'misrepresentation could be clear however that would be disguising a 
more accurate truth or logical point. 


What would be an example of an argument with supporting points that 
shows how logic works with the feelings that the mind uses to think? Any 
topic using different amounts of feeling to think about - in each situation the 
feelings are different and need to be analyzed. 


So a clear idea would be an idea that is clearly understood - since 
everything in life is subjective then some ideas are going to be understood 
more clearly by some people than by others. Rating or cool something is or 
how much someone likes something is subjective - and that might not be 
clear. However that brings up the point of what a clear idea would be that is 
more of a fact - something that is not subjective or subject to opinion. 


Most ideas are subject to personal opinion, whether it is a reality or it isn't a 
reality. 


Perception vs Reality 


There are ideas that humans can think about that involve their perceptions - 
and there are ideas that involve reality. How is a person supposed to 
separate out what their perceptions are from what the reality is? 


There are perceptions, representations and objects that all correspond with 
logical or illogical thought. A representation is an object that is represented 
in a persons mind - for instance, if you see a basketball it is a simple object 


in reality but when you think about it in your mind it might be associated 
with playing a game or having fun - in addition to representing and thinking 
about the simple visual object in your head. 


That means that humans can use representations to think about things. They 
can represent multiple objects or multiple ideas, and the ideas and objects 
can be thought about differently in the mind. Using my example of the 
basketball, if you have different objects and want to think about them all 
together then you need to consider how each object is thought about in the 
mind, and then how the mind combines thinking about the objects - because 
a representation is how something is represented - not necessarily what it 
actually is. 


So what then is the perception vs. the reality? A single object gets 
represented in a rather simple fashion - usually someone can tell what they 
think about a single object in their mind if the concept is simple and easy to 
understand. 


That makes sense - simple concepts are less subjective and therefore they 
are easier to understand. If a concept is easy to understand then it could be 
more easily figured out if it is emotional or non-emotional - logical or non- 
logical. 


Ideas that are only opinions could be emotional or non-emotional. How 
much someone likes something is very emotional or related to feelings. 
What are all the topics or ideas in life that are important or significant? 
Humans do not think about an infinite number of ideas - there are only a 
few ideas that are the major categories - at the top of a tree structure of 
ideas. 


Different Concepts and Their Understanding 


Some concepts are emotional - these are concepts like desire and fear - and 
other concepts that relate to the basic emotions. Other concepts are 
intellectual and these concepts could also relate to emotions, but would 
relate to understanding emotions not just measuring how strong the feelings 
are. 


Understanding emotions is different from feeling emotions because feelings 
are simple while understanding is difficult and complex. Intelligent 
understandings involve understanding the motivations that lye behind the 
feelings - motivations involve thoughts while feelings do have sources, they 
aren't necessarily tied in directly with the motivating thought. 


How do our ideas influence our emotions? 


Human beings get inspired by different types of information or different 
things. Some stuff in life is boring, while other stuff is interesting. That is 
significant because experiences or emotions that are fun or happy could be 
interesting - or would probably be interesting, but could also be boring, 
even though they are happy experiences. 


That would seem rather obvious - what makes an experience a happy 
experience? There is cognition and emotion - human emotions are 
influenced by their thoughts and their understanding of events. The want 
something to be cool - and that then influences there emotions to want to 
the thing to actually be cool and generate positive emotions for them. 


So there are happy things in life and sad things. Woody allen said that life is 
tragedy, with oasis of comedy. That is a significant statement. How do 
happy emotions combine with sad emotions? Humans cannot be happy all 
of the time - although it seems like dogs and cats might be. 


Maybe there is no such thing as a single emotion. I previously understood 
that there could be multiple emotions, and possibly a single dominant 
emotion. However maybe it is more complicated than that - for instance 
maybe emotions could combine into each other in the mind. They would 
certainly influence each other. 


That would mean that an experience has multiple emotions, that all come 
from the same experience. That would seem rather obvious, however it is 
complicated for various reasons. When something in an experience 
becomes an emotion it could be misrepresented - Heidegger wrote about 
how objects could be misrepresented. 


Emotions emotions emotions are free - emotions emotions emotions for me 
- one one one one one one two three, emotion is for me. Emotion is 
extraordinary. 


That was not a logical paragraph. Paragraphs are only logical if they have 
multiple supporting points. 


If someone rambles on stupidly and emotionally then it isn't very logical. 
So that means that the persons emotions would be influencing their 
thoughts - or acting with their thoughts. That is significant informatoin 
becasue humans have emotions all of the time, and it is useful to know 
when their emotions are influencing their thoughts. 


Emotions are feelings - feelings make humans motivated and to do things 

and think things. If someone is motivated to do something then they could 
do lots of stuff. Human emotion is powerful and their ideas are influenced 
by their emotions. 


The ideas that humans hold are influenced by their emotions. Humans have 
lots of ideas, and each idea could be influenced by different motivations and 
drives and desires. 


Is the field of Emotion and Cognition limited or already understood? 


Emotion and cognition is a significant field of study. I wrote articles about 
emotion and cognition and discussed how the mind thinks in various ways - 
there are different ways of thinking about things and different ways of 
feeling things. 


There are ways that the mind learns new information. There are also ways 
that the mind forgets information. If I have written everything that is 
significant about how the mind thinks and feels then it shouldn't really be 
necessary to discuss other intellectual topics. 


What other topic could be a significant field of study? 


Medicine is obviously significant. Literature is also significant, however 
literature just relates to life and the important aspects about life are how 
people feel emotions and how they think - which I have already discussed 
in my emotion and cognition articles. 


Is Life Subjective? 


This article is a 'summary' article - and by that I mean that it is a summary 
of life. Humans need to understand different things in order to get along in 
the world. Is all of life subjective? How do people decide if something is 
cool or uncool, or other subjective decisions like if different celebrities are 
interesting in such and such a fashion? 


It is a simple understanding that humans see items and then some of those 
items cause them to experience emotions. That is just the start of this article 
- it might seem obvious that different things cause people to experience 
different emotions. 


What are the necessary requirements for a person to get along in life? How 
would I know that someone is even understanding these words that I am 
writing? If it is looked at that way, then the difference between animal 
intellect and human intellect is very simple and not a large difference. 


Animals understand basic things about life and about emotions, and humans 
have a similar understanding except they can make the understanding 
verbal, and understand various logical points about the emotional 
experience in life. 


Animals understand how to function in reality very well, they can move 
around and notice basic objects and how to go around them. They also note 
varoius intentions of other animals and humans - what else do they really 
need to understand? 


If an animal understands basic intentions, then it knows how to get along in 
life because it is aware of the intentions of the other animals that it interacts 
with - which means that it knows what the other animals are going to do 
and can predict their behavior. 


Emotion and Cognition 


What is the influence of a persons emotion and cognition on their overall 
psychological health? 


How someone thinks and feels is obviously going to be important for that 
person. However, how could I separate how someone thinks about things 
from how a person thinks about the same issues? 


If it is an idea or life experience, then how does the conscious mind process, 
understand or ‘feel’ that experience differently from the unconscious mind? 


It is subjective to decide how ‘aware’ someone is of their own thoughts and 
feelings about an event - if it is just processed or if it is really understood. 


How then could someone define when an experience is felt or thought 
about? If there are different components to the experience then it could 
simply be viewed by its different components and if each of those parts is 
processed by the subject. 


Therefore an experience should have different components that can be 
measured - there is the number of significant feelings involved, the 
‘emotional intelligence’ of the feelings, the unconscious implications of the 


feelings, the amount the feelings are thought about consciously - the 
amount of 'meta' reflection, and the influence of the experience on other 
feelings and thoughts or ideas the person might have. 


Meta Reflection 


In the previous section I used the word ‘meta’ reflection, which hasn't really 
been defined academically yet, however if you think about it then if there is 
a meta-cognition and meta-reasoning then there is also a meta-reflection. 


After all, reflection is when a person thinks about their ideas, thoughts, 
emotions, etc. Therefore it is basically like the term 'meta-cognition' except 
it is implying that the person is 'reflecting' on something instead of thinking 
about their thinking. So they could be just thinking about experiences and 
their own thinking at the same time. 


I have talked about cognition and emotion in many previous articles, and 
how thoughts relate to feelings is very important for people to understand 
because they will be capable of influencing their own emotions and their 
own intellect - which is basically their conscious mind, while their emotions 
are basically their unconscious. 


Abstraction, Logic and Thoughts 


How could a thought be 'abstracted"? What would it mean to abstract a 
thought? Thoughts are related to feelings, and some thoughts are more 
logical than other thoughts - so if a thought is abstracted then it could be 
made to have more feeling. 


What would that mean, however - to ‘give a thought more feeling;? If 
thoughts have feelings attached and associated with them, then their 
associated feelings could be made to be stronger or contain more 
information. 


The idea that a thought could be made to have more feeling is interesting - 
it is obviously true, however it might be hard to define what a single 


thought is or what a single feeling is. Thoughts and conscious, cognitive 
thinking have feelings that are associated with the thinking. 


I mean, how is someone supposed to identify a single feeling - if they are 
holding a apple they can say 'I can feel this apple’ - that would be like a 
single feeling. Apples are red. 


Mental Processes and Cognition 


What are the significant mental processes? That question is basically asking 
how the mind works. The mind thinks in various different ways, and it feels 
in complex ways also. 


Humans have different ways of thinking about things — there are ways of 
framing something from a different emotional or objective perspective. An 
objective perspective could be an intellectual viewpoint, however, emotions 
could also be intellectual (combining viewpoints with non-biased 
information and biased information). 


Emotions are basically feelings — emotions are theoretically the basis for 
feelings, when someone is motivated to do something — then that comes 
from an emotion, which is a strong feeling. Feelings are shallow because 
they are more sensory, however when someone feels strongly that should be 
labeled as an emotion. So I could simply define an emotion as ‘any strong 
feeling’. That is why emotions are the base of human behavior, and feelings 
are shallow, sensory and stimulation is also a type of feeling. 


Humans aren't motivated to do things because of shallow, sensory feelings. 
That is why emotions motivate people and make them feel more strongly. 
People don't feel everything deeply — there are an infinite number of 
feelings, however there are only a few defined emotions. Feelings are how 
we feel things; while emotions are also how humans feel — they also are 
more complex because they are deeper than feelings and require more 
resources for the mind to process. 


Feelings and emotions also relate to the other cognitive functions. 


Such as the regulation of emotion through the modification of attention, 
which is a significant mental process. 


Humans can change their attention, and what they are paying to - depending 
on what they are paying attention to and how much and what kind of 
attention they are giving - their emotions are going to fluctuate accordingly. 


What are the different types of attention? Emotions could theoretically tilt 
someones attention in certain ways. 


Attention relates to the different cognitive abilities. 


Attention, memory, emotional processes, thinking, and arousal (which is 
more physiological) are the main ways in which human minds perform. 
Emotional processes and arousal evokes feelings, while attention, memory 
and thought are cognitive. 


1. Life and Subjectivity 


Life is subjective — everything is dependent on human feelings, they 
determine our perceptions and our emotions, and how everything works. 
Life is basically just feelings interacting with each other, or is it an 
intellectual understanding that comes from the experience of life? This is 
obvious is you look at lesser animals like dogs, who basically just feel and 
are obviously very emotional or feeling-based. Humans intellectualize their 
feelings and that is why they are human. 


Feelings comprise life — what makes feelings complex? Different objects 
alone wouldn't seem to be very complicated or intellectual. It must be the 
emotions that make people intellectual such as love, disgust, contempt, 
anger, sadness, surprise, and joy. Those emotions come from very complex 
feelings and understandings. The 'understandings' are basically of other 
things in life that also comprise feelings. 


Emotions are very significant, however there are an endless number of 
ways of feelings things. Feeling is how something feels, while emotions are 
the minds intellectualizaitons. Emotions are more intellectual than feelings. 
There is the surface way of feeling life and experiences — and there is the 
deeper way of experiencing life — which basically consists of thinking and 
experiencing emotion, not feeling. 


How could an animal like a dog be described as experiencing life then? 
Could a dog be described as being emotional, or just something that 
experiences feeling? It would seem to experience emotions, however they 
just aren't as intellectual as a humans. They probably also experience 


feelings, however those would be more basic than a humans and be about 
food, basic behaviors, interaction, etc. 


A humans feelings could be about lots of simple things, or many complex 
things. A humans emotions could be compared to a dogs. 


Personal Goals, Motivation and Emotion 


“When people perceive a discrepancy between how they think are and how 
they would like to be (i.e., between their actual and ideal selves), dejection 
related emotions such as disappointment, sadness and depression 
predominate. In contrast, a contrast between how people think they are and 
how they think they ought to be, (i.e., between their actual and ought 
selves) leads to agitation related emotions such as guilt, fear and anxiety.” - 
“Self-Awareness and Self-relevant Thought in the Experience and 
Regulation of Emotion” Mark Leary and Dina Gohar. 2014. In (Ed.) James 
Gross, “Handbook of Emotion Regulation” Guilford Press. 


How a person perceives themself is important, however it doesn’t 
necessarily cause agigitation related emotions or dejection related emotions. 
There are other factors that lead to those emotions such as social influence 
or other goals that the person might be failing. Their emotions come from 
there general motivation, which is determined by their interpersonal goals 
and their pleasure goals - which is the goal they have to achieve pleasure. 


That would be Freuds sex instinct, and he also mentioned a death instinct. 
Those two instincts manifest themselves in interpersonal goals, personal 
goals such as how they would like to be and what they want to achieve, and 
other motivations that relate to death and sex. 


Basically when I describe the death and sex instinct of Freud as 
‘motivations’, it makes it more clear what is going on - if you relate the 
other goals and objectives that people have such as how they would like 
their personalities and behaviors and mannerisms to be then you can form a 
complete picture of the human motivational/emotional/intellectual psyche. 


What ideas influence a persons emotions? I just described that the drives for 
pleasure or the desire for destruction (the sex and death instinct) could 
motivate people to achieve those desires - however there are certainly other 
desires that humans have. 


So that means that basically all human thoughts, feelings and drives come 
from the basic desires of pleasure and pain. These could be extremely high 
cognitions that influence the persons emotions. How could simple thoughts 
influence emotion? What is so special about the higher cognitive functions? 


Dogs have simple emotions - however, could a dogs emotions be described 
as being deep without the cognitive functions that a human has? A humans 
stimulation or physiology must be very psychological. 


This means that essentially emotions are tied in with thoughts, and that 
emotions influence our physiology, sensations and stimulation. This occurs 
because emotions are tied in with physical feelings - they are unconscious 
while thoughts are merely cognitive. 


So what do thoughts achieve then? I described in previous articles that they 
can be directed and can influence emotions. They also inspire, motivate and 
direct many complicated, simple or even ordinary feelings. 


Ordinary feelings could also be complicated, maybe the multiple objects in 
life can be misrepresented to form more complicated symbols or 
representations - this helps to make thought and cognition more advanced - 
and that in turn makes human feeling more intricate. 


Thought and Self-Reflection 


What would a ‘direct’ thought be? Humans self-reflect all of the time, the 
question is, how complicated is that process? 


What is the influence of the unconscious on mental processes? 


The unconscious mind is powerful, most processes could actually be 
viewed as just being unconscious because humans can only exert a small 


amount of control over many processes, for instance pulling up a memory 
could be considered to be a conscious process, however since it takes time 
to pull up many memories that means that the persons unconscious mind 
needs to think about things like other associated memories and emotions in 
order to think more about the memory and bring it up. 


Humans have different mental processes. Emotion interacts with thoughts, 
and it also interacts with physical stimulation. What are the ways in which 
emotion interacts with thoughts? Emotions and feelings can be intellectual - 
the way in which they are intellectual influences the persons thoughts - 
intelligence and thoughts in the mind are basically the same thing. 


There is no point to emotions that aren’t intelligent - that is basically just 
what dogs are like. 


Can Artificial Intelligence be Artistic? 


Can a computer be built to be as intelligent as a human being? What 
intellectual superiorities do humans have over any advanced artificial 
intelligence computer? 


Computers could not be programmed to analyze emotional responses in an 
adaptive fashion. They could be programmed to respond to emotions 
individually - for instance they could program a feeling into a computer and 
have the computer respond to that feeling, however there are many different 
subtleties to any feeling. 


Can the different subtleties to any feeling be described and programmed? 
There are different components to any feeling in the real world or internal 
stimulation (such as thinking or physical feelings). Computers will never 
really have any feelings because they are not biological, or they are not 
‘alive’. Feelings come from physical stimulation - or feelings are simply 
physical processes. 


Feelings are physical processes that come from emotions that people 
experience. The emotions that people experience come from stimuli in the 
world or internal cognitions. So the question then is, what makes a feeling 
subtle? Is it a deeper way of feeling or is it a more complicated way of 
feeling? 


If it is a more complicated way of feeling then it could be programmed into 
a computer, but what kind of information does a complicated feeling 
convey that is different from a more deep or intense feeling? Maybe a deep 
feeling has more information that is related to that single feeling that is 
connected in the real world. 


So feelings that are simple might have more details that are just related to 
one thing in the world. Feelings that are complicated could relate to more 
detailed objects in the world, or multiple objects that are grouped together. 
Multiple objects grouped together could result in multiple feelings for each 
object, or one feeling altogether, for instance if someone goes into a room 
they get a feeling for that room. 


If a robot had to look at a line of houses on a street, then the robot couldn't 
possibly recognize one street from another street because it would have to 
recognize all of the different houses on the street - and then label that street 
as the street that had all of the different houses in that order. Furthermore, 
each house would have to be ‘abstracted' so that it could be more artistic or 
easily programmed and so that the robot could recognize the simple features 
of the house. 


Ideas, Objects and Artificial Intelligence 


So feelings have associated ideas, an idea can contribute to a feeling, or 
multiple ideas can contribute to feelings or a feeling. If humans have 
feelings then they use their feelings to think about their ideas, however, 
what then is the difference between ideas and feelings? Why wouldn't a 
human simply have ideas then, and not need to experience feeling? 


Feelings certainly separate out ideas in terms of the time that the idea 
occurs to the person, and it could also have associated ideas, however, how 
do two ideas interact in terms of feeling? If a person has the idea of 'orange' 
and the idea of ‘apple’, then what happens when the person thinks of appples 
and oranges at the same time? And how would that be different from seeing 
an apple and an orange together on a table? 


How are the feelings separate in the persons mind? They must be linked to 
other related objects in the persons mind like the category of ‘fruit’. Things 
in the mind are associated with each other based upon their real life 
associations, but also based upon how the mind learned to associate those 
‘thought units' - or whatever you want to call them. 


The mind works by association chains, basically. 


How would two dissimalar items be related to each other then? The mind 
might have a feeling of 'fruit' if they thought about both an apple and an 
orange at the same time, or they might think of other individual fruits, or if 
the feeling that the fruit produces is similar to the feeling of a completely 
different object then it could be related in terms of similar feelings. 


Heidegger wrote that objects in life can be missrepresented. That is a 
significant concept and is related to artificial intelligence and idea 
associations. Some ideas can be 'misrepresented' while other ideas are more 
simple and can be felt and understood easily - and obviously their 
association chains could be understood. 


What does it mean to 'misrepresent' an object, then? Objects mean what 
they mean, it is very simple. How could it be a complex thing to 
misrepresent an object? Would that mean confusing one object with another 
object? Or would it mean confusing the feeling of an object? 


So how would the details of idea and object associations play out? 
Furthermore, what would be considered to be 'advanced' thinking, if the 
mind only thinks with ideas and objects? It would seem like the mind thinks 
mostly with simple ideas and objects, and the ideas and objects each having 
associated and direct feelings. 


Perhaps the feelings that certain groups of ideas or objects have lead to 
greater intellectual categories, for instance fruit could be related 
metaphorically to furniture, that could be a more intellectual and less direct 
association - that would be associated in the mind but would be more of an 
intellectual association. If someone thinks about fruit, then it could be 
related to furniture because they are both physical objects, but fruit is soft 
and furniture is hard. 


How would that be intellectual? It doesn't seem like that would lead to any 

advanced thinking. However, it could lead to advanced thinking because all 
metaphors or comparisons that aren't direct could be harder to figure out or 
related via less direct associations. 


Does that mean that all less direct associations are more intellectual, 
however? Maybe multiple feelings combine into categories that overlap and 
the entire thing becomes complicated and intellectual, or something like 
that. 


Idea Associations 


So the ideas related to each other with things called associations. 
Associations relate ideas to each other - they are connected through 
relationships in real life or cognitive relationships. If someone thinks about 
something then that could relate to something else that they think about, or 
the idea in their head could be different from how it is in reality - there is 
emotional realities and physical realities that could be related. 


If it is an emotional reality then it could be dificiult to figure out, obviously 
since emotions are subjective, and hard to measure. For instance if you 
want to relate how cool two different things are it would be impossible 
because one person could think that it is cool and another person could 
think it is not cool. 


What kinds of emotional reality are measurable and less subjective then? 
How does emotional reality relate to artificial intelligence? If robots just 

need to assess objects and how objects are related to each other then they 
don't need to necessarily have any emotional intellignce. 


If a robot needs to understand stuff, it doesn't need to assess emotions, it 
just needs to understand how to get around in reality. Understanding 
emotions is too complicated and only a human being could make subjective 
judgements. 


Designing Robots 


Just have the robots do stuff - it can't be that difficult to have them function 
properly. On one hand humans perform very simply -their actions are 
‘artistic’ and can be performed by understanding their own feelings. On the 
other hand, their actions could be considered to be complex and cognitive 
and requiring conscouis effort and thought. 


If it requires conscoius thought then the person needs to think about what is 
happening and how to perform in each instance - unless it is already learned 
(but metacognitive theories already addressed those ideas). 


How is a robot supposed to understand that a house is a house, and that 
houses are where humans live? That seems like something a person would 
understand, however a robot wouldn't need to understand something like 


that. What would a robot need to understand that is difficult or complex 
then, in order for it to be intelligent? 


It needs to be capable of abstracting more, robots can be programmed to do 
lots of things - however that does not make them very intelligent. How 
could ‘abstraction’ be programmed into a robot? Abstraction is artistic and 
uses a humans feelings. 


Robots need to be capable of organizing objects in an efficient manner, they 
don't necessarily need to understand emotions. How could understanding 
emotions be related to organizing objects, however? Maybe significant 
objects could generate more emotion, so the significant objects could be 
related to other significant objects and the insignificant features of an area 
be disregarded. 


The significant features of an area are the features that are, well, significant. 
They can be significant for different things, different categories such as 
houses, interiors of houses, a category of objects that consists of things 
related to human beings, and so on. 


What about the definitions of objects? An object could be recognized and 
its definition looked up by the robot. That way they could form associations 
- and human minds could be looked at to see what the typical associations 
are - does this object relate to that object - it has it in its definition after all. 


How could a robot relate one object to another object? It looks up the 
definiton of the object then compares the related features of the two 
different objects by looking at visual similarities - what about the amount of 
light shed on objects in a three dimensional space? If the robots can see in 
three dimensions then they can at least figure out the spacial significance of 
objects. 


If a robot knows the spacial significance of objects then it should 
theoreticaly be capable of doing anything. 


The definition of each object can be programmed in, and how it would 
relate to other objects and the significance of each object. If the definiton 
can be described to the robot properly, then the robot should understand 


everything - however, some things are very hard to understand and it could 
be dificult to describe it to the robot. 


The robot can relate different things to each other, and fit them together 
spacially so it knows what to do in reality. 


Ideas, Objects and Artificial Intelligence 


So feelings have associated ideas, an idea can contribute to a feeling, or 
multiple ideas can contribute to feelings or a feeling. If humans have 
feelings then they use their feelings to think about their ideas, however, 
what then is the difference between ideas and feelings? Why wouldn't a 
human simply have ideas then, and not need to experience feeling? 


Feelings certainly separate out ideas in terms of the time that the idea 
occurs to the person, and it could also have associated ideas, however, how 
do two ideas interact in terms of feeling? If a person has the idea of ‘orange’ 
and the idea of ‘apple’, then what happens when the person thinks of appples 
and oranges at the same time? And how would that be different from seeing 
an apple and an orange together on a table? 


How are the feelings separate in the persons mind? They must be linked to 
other related objects in the persons mind like the category of ‘fruit’. Things 
in the mind are associated with each other based upon their real life 
associations, but also based upon how the mind learned to associate those 
‘thought units' - or whatever you want to call them. 


The mind works by association chains, basically. 


How would two dissimalar items be related to each other then? The mind 
might have a feeling of ‘fruit’ if they thought about both an apple and an 
orange at the same time, or they might think of other individual fruits, or if 
the feeling that the fruit produces is similar to the feeling of a completely 
different object then it could be related in terms of similar feelings. 


Heidegger wrote that objects in life can be missrepresented. That is a 
significant concept and is related to artificial intelligence and idea 
associations. Some ideas can be 'misrepresented' while other ideas are more 
simple and can be felt and understood easily - and obviously their 
association chains could be understood. 


What does it mean to 'misrepresent' an object, then? Objects mean what 
they mean, it is very simple. How could it be a complex thing to 


misrepresent an object? Would that mean confusing one object with another 
object? Or would it mean confusing the feeling of an object? 


So how would the details of idea and object associations play out? 
Furthermore, what would be considered to be 'advanced' thinking, if the 
mind only thinks with ideas and objects? It would seem like the mind thinks 
mostly with simple ideas and objects, and the ideas and objects each having 
associated and direct feelings. 


Perhaps the feelings that certain groups of ideas or objects have lead to 
greater intellectual categories, for instance fruit could be related 
metaphorically to furniture, that could be a more intellectual and less direct 
association - that would be associated in the mind but would be more of an 
intellectual association. If someone thinks about fruit, then it could be 
related to furniture because they are both physical objects, but fruit is soft 
and furniture is hard. 


How would that be intellectual? It doesn't seem like that would lead to any 

advanced thinking. However, it could lead to advanced thinking because all 
metaphors or comparisons that aren't direct could be harder to figure out or 
related via less direct associations. 


Does that mean that all less direct associations are more intellectual, 
however? Maybe multiple feelings combine into categories that overlap and 
the entire thing becomes complicated and intellectual, or something like 
that. 


Idea Associations 


So the ideas related to each other with things called associations. 
Associations relate ideas to each other - they are connected through 
relationships in real life or cognitive relationships. If someone thinks about 
something then that could relate to something else that they think about, or 
the idea in their head could be different from how it is in reality - there is 
emotional realities and physical realities that could be related. 


If it is an emotional reality then it could be dificiult to figure out, obviously 
since emotions are subjective, and hard to measure. For instance if you 


want to relate how cool two different things are it would be impossible 
because one person could think that it is cool and another person could 
think it is not cool. 


What kinds of emotional reality are measurable and less subjective then? 
How does emotional reality relate to artificial intelligence? If robots just 

need to assess objects and how objects are related to each other then they 
don't need to necessarily have any emotional intellignce. 


If a robot needs to understand stuff, it doesn't need to assess emotions, it 
just needs to understand how to get around in reality. Understanding 
emotions is too complicated and only a human being could make subjective 
judgements. 


Designing Robots 


Just have the robots do stuff - it can't be that difficult to have them function 
properly. On one hand humans perform very simply -their actions are 
‘artistic’ and can be performed by understanding their own feelings. On the 
other hand, their actions could be considered to be complex and cognitive 
and requiring conscouis effort and thought. 


If it requires conscoius thought then the person needs to think about what is 
happening and how to perform in each instance - unless it is already learned 
(but metacognitive theories already addressed those ideas). 


How is a robot supposed to understand that a house is a house, and that 
houses are where humans live? That seems like something a person would 
understand, however a robot wouldn't need to understand something like 
that. What would a robot need to understand that is difficult or complex 
then, in order for it to be intelligent? 


It needs to be capable of abstracting more, robots can be programmed to do 
lots of things - however that does not make them very intelligent. How 
could ‘abstraction’ be programmed into a robot? Abstraction is artistic and 
uses a humans feelings. 


Robots need to be capable of organizing objects in an efficient manner, they 
don't necessarily need to understand emotions. How could understanding 
emotions be related to organizing objects, however? Maybe significant 
objects could generate more emotion, so the significant objects could be 
related to other significant objects and the insignificant features of an area 
be disregarded. 


The significant features of an area are the features that are, well, significant. 
They can be significant for different things, different categories such as 
houses, interiors of houses, a category of objects that consists of things 
related to human beings, and so on. 


What about the definitions of objects? An object could be recognized and 
its definition looked up by the robot. That way they could form associations 
- and human minds could be looked at to see what the typical associations 
are - does this object relate to that object - it has it in its definition after all. 


How could a robot relate one object to another object? It looks up the 
definiton of the object then compares the related features of the two 
different objects by looking at visual similarities - what about the amount of 
light shed on objects in a three dimensional space? If the robots can see in 
three dimensions then they can at least figure out the spacial significance of 
objects. 


If a robot knows the spacial significance of objects then it should 
theoreticaly be capable of doing anything. 


The definition of each object can be programmed in, and how it would 
relate to other objects and the significance of each object. If the definiton 
can be described to the robot properly, then the robot should understand 
everything - however, some things are very hard to understand and it could 
be dificult to describe it to the robot. 


The robot can relate different things to each other, and fit them together 
spacially so it knows what to do in reality. 


Can Artificial Intelligence be Artistic? 


Can a computer be built to be as intelligent as a human being? What 
intellectual superiorities do humans have over any advanced artificial 
intelligence computer? 


Computers could not be programmed to analyze emotional responses in an 
adaptive fashion. They could be programmed to respond to emotions 
individually - for instance they could program a feeling into a computer and 
have the computer respond to that feeling, however there are many different 
subtleties to any feeling. 


Can the different subtleties to any feeling be described and programmed? 
There are different components to any feeling in the real world or internal 
stimulation (such as thinking or physical feelings). Computers will never 
really have any feelings because they are not biological, or they are not 
‘alive’. Feelings come from physical stimulation - or feelings are simply 
physical processes. 


Feelings are physical processes that come from emotions that people 
experience. The emotions that people experience come from stimuli in the 
world or internal cognitions. So the question then is, what makes a feeling 
subtle? Is it a deeper way of feeling or is it amore complicated way of 
feeling? 


If it is a more complicated way of feeling then it could be programmed into 
a computer, but what kind of information does a complicated feeling 
convey that is different from a more deep or intense feeling? Maybe a deep 
feeling has more information that is related to that single feeling that is 
connected in the real world. 


So feelings that are simple might have more details that are just related to 
one thing in the world. Feelings that are complicated could relate to more 
detailed objects in the world, or multiple objects that are grouped together. 
Multiple objects grouped together could result in multiple feelings for each 
object, or one feeling altogether, for instance if someone goes into a room 
they get a feeling for that room. 


If a robot had to look at a line of houses on a street, then the robot couldn't 
possibly recognize one street from another street because it would have to 


recognize all of the different houses on the street - and then label that street 
as the street that had all of the different houses in that order. Furthermore, 
each house would have to be ‘abstracted’ so that it could be more artistic or 
easily programmed and so that the robot could recognize the simple features 
of the house. 


Is Life Subjective? 


This article is a 'summary'’ article - and by that I mean that it is a summary 
of life. Humans need to understand different things in order to get along in 
the world. Is all of life subjective? How do people decide if something is 
cool or uncool, or other subjective decisions like if different celebrities are 
interesting in such and such a fashion? 


It is a simple understanding that humans see items and then some of those 
items cause them to experience emotions. That is just the start of this article 
- it might seem obvious that different things cause people to experience 
different emotions. 


What are the necessary requirements for a person to get along in life? How 
would I know that someone is even understanding these words that I am 
writing? If it is looked at that way, then the difference between animal 
intellect and human intellect is very simple and not a large difference. 


Animals understand basic things about life and about emotions, and humans 
have a similar understanding except they can make the understanding 
verbal, and understand various logical points about the emotional 
experience in life. 


Animals understand how to function in reality very well, they can move 
around and notice basic objects and how to go around them. They also note 
varoius intentions of other animals and humans - what else do they really 
need to understand? 


If an animal understands basic intentions, then it knows how to get along in 
life because it is aware of the inteions of the other animals that it interacts 
with - which means that it knows what the other animals are going to do 
and can predict their behavior. 


How powerfull and developed is the unconscious? 
How powerful and significant is the unconscious mind? 


The Phenomenological Realism of the Possible Worlds: The ‘A Priori’, 
Activity and Passivity of Consciousness, Phenomenology and Nature 
Papers and Debate of the Second International Conference Held by the 
International Husserl and Phenomenological Research Society New York, 
N. Y., September 4—9, 1972 (Analecta Husserliana) 


edited by Anna-Teresa Tymieniecka 


Anna-Teresa Tymieniecka / Imaginatio Creatrix: the creative versus the 
constitutive function of man, and the possible worlds 


1. Human being appears as the major dynamic factor within this system 
not only with the respect to the progress onwards but also at the level 
of introducing the essential and basic level of meaning through the 
structurizing work of his consciousness. 


1. the cognitive object and the cognitive act ‘self-given’ presence 

2. imagination and expectation, the flow through which - as it seems 

3. revindicating the basic role of the impulsive, emotive and affective 
dimensions of the passions 


Those quotes by tymieniecka are basically just different ways of cognitive 
functioning - there is sensations, imaginaitons and expectations, and 
impusive drives, emotional drives, and affective drives - I would assume an 
affective drive differs from an emotional drive in that the affective is what 
is expressed and the emotional could be hidden and more unconscious. 
“Revindicating’ could mean the conscious mind reanalyzing and affirming 
the passions and tensions of the unconscious. 


Mary Rose Barral / Continuity in the perceptual process: 


1. but should we expect that phenomenology open to us every door? 


1. this will therefore lessen the chance of witnessing a truly original 
perceptive experience which it may be possible to investigate 
phenomenologically, without presuppositions. 


Those two quotes were separate in her article - but it brings up the question 
- what is an ‘orignial perspecitive’? There can be conscious perspectives 
and unconscious perspecitves - how the mind views the world conscoiusly 
is completely different from how it sees the world unconscoiusly - what 
does that mean anyway - for consciousness to ‘see’ something? Barral 
described it as a ‘perceptual process’ or an ‘original perspectie experience”’ 
that you can ‘invesiigate phenomenologically without presuppositions’. 
However the conscious mind always slants or views life differenly from the 
unconscious mind - a persons unconscious mind is basically a different 
being from who they understand themselves to be. 


Mario Sancripriano - The activity of consciousness - Husserl and berguson 
He is referring to writing by husserl 


1. The central chapter of Erfahrung and Urteil is dedicated to the general 
structure of the predication and to the genesis of the principle 
categorical forms. The detailed examination of the ‘relation’ has 
predisposed the reader to the most imtimate process whereby 
concscouness rises from interests in perception to analysis of 
predicative activity in general in its diverse modalities and in its 
objective reference, to the comprehension of the same modalities 
(departing from their costituent origins) as modes of defining to 
themselves the ego. This analysis brings us nearer to amore accurate 
apporoximation to things, insofar as it may be conceded where the 
object was placed at a certain 'visual distance’. The full resoluation of 
the cognitive tensions is thereby brought about. 


Sancripriano put the words ‘visual distance’ in quotes - what could he mean 
by visual distance then? People can see the object of their perceptions at 
different distances, it is basically saying that perception can change how 
someone views the world or any individual object - there are also ‘cognitive 
tensions, constituen origins, and differeny modalities - what could all of 
those things be cognitively? 


The mind needs to intellectualize everything that it processes - the 
unconscoius mind first recognizes inputs from the external world and its 
internal processes and all of those processes are intellectualized and thought 
about in a more deep fashion. Is the conscoius mind just a way of 
understanding the unconscious? There must be different levels of presence 
of mind - as Tymienieca said that there were different levels of ‘self-given’ 
presence. Barral said that the mind has ‘suppositions’ and that there are 
different perspecitves. 


So what is going on exactly - what is the difference between the conscious 
mind and the unconscious mind? The unconscious mind is already 
understood by normal people as being the drives and thoughts that people 
have that they aren’t fully aware of - however did people typically think of 
the unconscious mind as possibly being a different person? When someone 
is sleeping they are certainly like a different person, and often don’t even 
remember what they were dreaming about - that is because there is a 
difference between the two consciousnesses and the people who arise from 
those consciousnesses. 


What would it mean for the mind to ‘intellectualize’ something? Could that 
mean that the conscous mind - or who the person of the conscious mind is - 
understands something in recognition of itself and its own personality traits 
and characteristics? 


I said in a previous article that ‘consciousness can cause feelings and 
intellectual stimulation’ - however what does that mean exactly? Is it the 
unconscoius mind that causes the feelings and the stimulation. or is it the 
conscious mind, or is it the two together? It would be described as how 
someones mind respond to external stimulation - the stimulation triggers a 
reaction in the mind which helps to determine the responce. The reaction is 
conscious and unconscoius, obviously - but what are the conscious and 
unconscoius components? 


So some of the components would be different factors from reality - the 
unconscious mind could recognize some factors while the conscoius mind 
only recognizes others - it was already understood that people absorb 
somethings unconsciously and don’t recognize them consciously, however 
there are more details that could be looked at like if the unconscoius mind 


‘understands’ what is going on and is processing information and emotions 
with a greater understanding of the persons feelings, ideas and other 
associations and thought and feeling structures. 


The Mind - its Information and Emotions 


Rationality is how rational someone is - or the term ‘logical’ could apply, 
and rationality relates to how someone processes information - or the 
philosophical field of epistemology. How a person uses their logic or 
rationality can help to determine how they think and understand 
information in the world. 


What is a logical or rational understanding then, however? In a previous 
article i pointed out that there are different types of emotional 
understandings, and that these understandings are linked to cognitions and 
thought structures. Some thoughts are rational thoughts and are linked to 
emotional understandings, while other thoughts are normal thoughts or 
illogical thoughts and more simple 'understandings' - which i could call a 
‘unit of thought' or something of the sort. 


What would a ‘normal’ thought be then however? Maybe some people think 
many more illogical or emotional thoughts than other people. If a thought 
that is logical could be defined by not being influenced by the persons 
emotions. A logical thought could have been developed because of 
irrational emotions, however it is more likely that logical thoughts that are 
more intelligent or practical were developed from experiences or thoughts = 
or some combination of experiences and thoughts that were uhm, 
interesting. Or not interesting, it doesn't really matter. It might matter if the 
experiences that developed the thoughts were interesting or not because 
salient experiences are more significant for the mind to understand and 
build upon. 


Knowledge and Mental Representations 


People have knowledge, and they use representations in order to process the 
information that they have. A mental representation could be of different 


objects. Is a mental representation a vision then, or is it just a ‘unit of 
knowledge’? 


What objects in life need to be analyzed different from other objects? A 
word or object might have a definition that the person understands, and if 
the object is hard to comprehend then it might have a more complex vision 
or knowledge structure attached to it. 


Some things in life are harder to understand than other things, however the 
question is what makes one thing harder to understand than something else? 
Is it an emotional understanding? Understanding emotions involves 
thinking about different subtleties that have emotional information - such as 
understanding human motivation. 


Human motivation is certainly an emotional topic because it relates to 
peoples emotions and feelings. Anything that someone likes is going to 
trigger emotions because the person is emotionally interested or attached to 
it. Therefore analyzing something that relates to human interests is going to 
be emotional - doing mathematics isn't going to necessarily engage many 
emotions or be an emotional or feeling type of thinking - it is probably 
more visual, or unconsciously visual. 


Emotions, Sensations and Knowledge 
What is the relationship between feelings, sensations and knowledge? 


Humans use feelings and sensations in order to understand the world, they 
then store this information in their minds as knowledge. 


Feelings help humans think about the things that they think about. 
Everything that someone thinks about probably has an associated feeling. 


‘People have feelings and they think' - that may seem like a simple 
statement, however it is actually very complicated. There are many different 
feelings that humans can have, and they can think about many different 
things. 


When a feeling triggers a thought, it is an extremely complicated process if 
you look at the details - on the surface it is a simple process, a feeling 
simply cause the person to feel something for a certain period of time, and 
during that time different and more subtle feelings are evoked that are 
associated with the main feeling. 


So if there are smaller feelings involved with any major feeling, that means 
that the smaller feelings are going to be related or associated with the main 
feeling. 


Different feelings can be logical or illogical - but what is a ‘logical’ feeling? 
Maybe some feelings people bias with their own personal emotions, these 
feelings could be more unconscious feelings because the unconscious is 
more emotional than the conscious mind. 


So a thought could be influenced by unconscious feelings, and this could be 
considered or labeled as being more unconscious than a thought that the 
person thinks more clearly and consciously to themselves. 


Perceptions and the unconscious 


How could i describe the different ways of perceiving life or anything in it? 
Would there be a ‘psychotic’ way of perceiving it and a non-psychotic? a 
logical or a non-logical? a conscious or an unconscious? What might other 
ways of perceiving life be? 


If someone perceives life from a psychotic viewpoint they might slant some 
of the information depending on their perspective. They might the slant the 
information in a non-logical manner so they can see the world the way they 
want to see it. Or perhaps emotional conditions placed upon them cause 
them to create a greater emotional emphasis on some things - probably the 
things which they are psychotic about. 


So there is clearly a psychotic way of viewing the world - however this 
‘emotional bias' towards certain things in life can be applied to non- 
psychotic people, who could also put an emotional bias on different things. 


There could be something in specific that they put an emotional bias on, or 
a group of related or dissimilar things. 


Therefore some thoughts that a person might have could be illogical, and 
that could be compared to a psychotic person viewing something 
completely differently. What would the difference be between viewing 
something completely differently and viewing something only slightly 
differently then? 


Maybe there are degrees to which something can make sense, and different 
amounts of logical can be used in viewing something. 


What would be examples of something that could be viewed differently? 
Any experience or even an individual object could be made to not make 
sense or viewed in a psychotic fashion, it would seem. 


Visual Distance and Consciousness 


Sancripriano mentioned a 'visual distance’ in an above quotation, however, 
what could the mind be perceiving exactly? Different things in life are 
perceived in different ways, and people are conscious of those things in 
different ways also. 


Different things that people see are linked to different cognitions, and they 
trigger different mental representations. 


A mental representation is a 'unit of thought' or some sort of understanding 
that the mind has. What is the nature of this understanding? The mind could 
be considered to be made up of different units of understanding. 


How could the mind be made up of understandings? People simply 
understand different things, they understand how a car looks, they 
understand how the car makes them feel. There must be an understanding of 
how the car and looking at an automobile makes them feel and the ‘actual’ 
feeling. There is going to be a relationship between the unconscious 
feelings involved and the conscious feelings involved. If the person is using 
their consciousness to think about the understanding of how the car makes 


them feel at the current time then that is probably more conscious, and less 
of an unconscious endeavor or feeling. 


What is an ‘actual’ feeling? 

An actual feeling is one that is probably fully harnessed by the unconscious 
mind. that means, however, that there must be some sort of interaction with 
the conscious mind. Depending on the feeling it might be that there needs to 
be some sort of conscious processing - in order for the feeling to coincide 
with conscious feelings you might need to think about the feeling or 
develop consciously in order to properly experience the feeling. 


Which feelings and thoughts are ‘actually’ conscious? 

SO which feelings and thoughts are ‘actually’ conscious then? It really 
varies a considerable amount depending on the circumstances in reality - 
however the conscious mind builds and changes its response to the feelings 
it receives in reality. Would the feeling-responses be defined as being 
conscious or unconscious then? Consciousness i have already stated is 
being understood as an iceberg, with most of the feelings and processes 
being beneath the surface. 


Are Religious and Political Ideas Delusional Manifestations of the Human 
Psyche 


Different ideas that humans hold help shape their psyche over time. Some 
ideas occur simply- for instance the interaction between cognition and 
emotion can influence a single thought in a few seconds or minutes. Other 
ideas are much more complex and can influence a person over a long period 
of time. These ideas can be political, religious and spiritual or just common 
ideas related to how they manage their lives. 


The different types of ideas that people hold can be grouped into different 
categories. I already mentioned how there are religious ideas and common 
daily ideas - but there are more categories that can be described such as 
delusional ideas, ideas related to emotional speculation and ideas that are 
more concrete and mathematical. 


People can make instinctual and deliberative decisions, and similarly, there 
are deliberative and instinctual ideas. A deliberative idea can be more or 
less concrete (like mathematics) and an instinctual idea can also be more or 
less concrete. The question then is what combination of deliberative and 
instinctual classifies the different ideas, and how much emotional 
speculation is involved. 


If an idea is held and it becomes reality then how it influences the person 
changes significantly usually. For instance, someone may have the idea that 
they want freedom of speach, however obviously if the government is 
restricting their actual freedom of speach it might greatly impact their 
emotions. So the interaction between the ideas and goals that people have 
with how these goals occur in reality is significant for a persons 
psychological, spiritual and emotional well-being. 


Are Religious Beliefs Political Ideas? 


Religious beliefs are different from political beliefs - although in order to 
incorporate some beliefs into society they might need to be political 
policies. 


For instance, Jesus's message of an earthly and heavenly kingdom could be 
viewed politically as democratic or ‘positive’ governments to take over the 
earth. Jesus's message was just a religious way of phrasing a political 
message - there are different ways of thinking about certain concepts. One 
way is religious - but that often relates to more practical beliefs that people 
think about every day. 


Maybe the trinity in Christianity of God, the Son and the Holy Ghost can be 
seen as a division of power like how the government of the united states 
tries to have a balance of power between the presidency, the congress and 
the supreme court. 


However, how God influences peoples lives is very different from how the 
government influences peoples lives. God created the world, Jesus was sent 
to bring a kingdom to God's world - and the holy spirit resides in each 
person. 


So does an earthly kingdom mean that all government policies could come 
from god? What about the ways in which people treat other people - 
perhaps that could be considered to be like the holy spirit - something that 
guides our actions and behaviors. God creating the world at the beginning 
of the universe is very different from a current earthly kingdom or a spirit 
residing in each person. 


Perhaps someone can be just spiritual and reach their own conclusions of 
how they should act and interact and the values they hold instead of being 
taught by a religion. That could be classified as personal values with 
spirituality and religious values if they follow the values of their religion. 


What Religious Ideas Mean 


Religious ideas such as immortality and a spirit can actually be translated 
into more common or practical words or terms. I already mentioned how 
religious ideas were just a different way of thinking of things. Being in 
touch with your spirit or with reality could be described in a different way 
that is more understandable to people - such as how in scientology people 


can repeat painful experiences on purpose people who are Hindu could get 
in touch with the ‘ultimate reality’ through suffering and sacrifice. 


Pain and the Unconscious 


Pain is an important part of the unconscious mind. If you think about it, 
since emotion is unconscious then pain is extremely unconscious because 
pain is both physical (instead of intellectual) and emotional. 


Many religions involve dealing with pain and pleasure and the influence of 
those feelings on people's lives. 


What exactly is a religious idea, a value, or a political policy? 


Religious ideas can be political policies. But the important question really is 
- what kind of ideas are religious ideas? Are they psychological ideas or 
morals that guide someones life? Not all religious ideas can be described 
exactly as values. I am not just suggesting a debate about the definitions of 
the words ‘political policy or theory’ 'value' 'moral' and ‘religious idea’ but I 
am also suggesting that entire doctrines can be described in that fashion. 


Are Religious Values Psychological Constructs? 


In order to start this section first I need to ask the question - what is a 
mental construct? The unconscious mind can construct or manifest many 
ideas that the conscious mind holds. A humans imagination is largely 
unconscious because it is too difficult to think clearly about such things. 
Dreaming is unconscious and uses a significant amount of imagination, but 
I am not suggesting that the conscious minds ideas that come from an 
unconscious imagination are false or not accurate. 


An example of an unconscious motivation generating a mental construct is 
a religious value - a religious value can mean different things to different 
people and be interpreted in different ways because it is an abstract concept. 
There are many ideas and concepts that people think about every day that 
are abstract; however some are very powerful concepts and have a long 


term hold over a persons mind. A single value can tilt or modify how more 
regular emotions are felt throughout a day. An example of such a value 
could be depriving oneself of excessive amounts of pleasure - there is the 
real emotional effect (the reality) - and there is how that person thinks about 
that experience, both could both help determine the feelings involved. 


So there are different religious values. Different religions value different 
things, ideas and values. They also have different ways of worship. Ideas 
about how much pleasure someone is supposed to experience in life is one 
of the major concepts. What is a spirit? What is reality? Who is god? These 
are some of the important religious questions that different religions ask. 


Sacrifice is an important part of religious values because it relates to how 
much pleasure people experience in life. If someone sacrifices, then their 
understanding and experience of pleasure can change. This could include 
personal sacrifice and sacrificing something to god - sacrificing something 
to god is a more historical form of sacrifice, possibly because those objects 
were more valued and scarce and activity in life was different so more 
attention and value was placed on rituals. However, personal sacrifice such 
as fasting is also difficult and something that changes someones values and 
forces them to think. 


So there must be some combination of perspective and reality that is 
constantly interacting and changing. The different types of reality are 
emotional reality, physical reality, and intellectual reality. Physical reality is 
extremely powerful and emotions are physical in many ways - and that is 
perhaps why they are so potent. It is subjective to label an experience as 
being physical, emotional or intellectual. However, if those three 
classifications can be related to religion then more detail can be found. 


For instance sacrifice or fasting or prayer worship could be considered to 
being physical realities because all involved a lot of physical effort. Prayer 
worship is a physical effort because it involves speach. Obviously, since the 
intellectual and emotional combine those physical activities could also be 
extremely intellectual. It is easy to see how they are physical = however the 
important and even spiritual question is to ask how they are intellectual. 


Spirituality 


Saying that the intellectual is spiritual is comparing ghosts to spirits - a 
ghost is like a spirit because it has no physical form, and similarly, the 
physical is extremely real and emotionally potent. 


What is the definition of spirituality? I like this definition: predominantly 
spiritual character as shown in thought, life, etc.; spiritual tendency or tone. 
Something needs to be added to that what this "spiritual" character is, 
however. I would say that it is the same attitude that a religious person 
would have about being religious, that is, by "spiritual character" they mean 
someone who is likely to be religious. Spirit is someone's soul, so 
spirituality would be focused on the self, but focused on the self in a 
manner in which they can understand it more deeply than just standard 
cognitive thinking about it, so religion might help you understand yourself 
in that "higher" manner. That is, it is almost like faith to believe in yourself 
like that, so it is like religion. The relationship between faith/religion and 
spirituality then is that both are "higher" methods of understanding the 
world. Spirituality is just focused on the self, while religion is focused on 
god. So there is an inner peace that spirituality brings because spirituality is 
about yourself. You can also say it is about your soul, not just your state of 
being, because soul is who you really are, the core of yourself, and if you 
are more connected to the core of yourself you are going to be more at 
peace, and therefore have more of that spiritual connection, which is one 
that is a "higher" connection to yourself, like how religion is a "high" 
connection to god. This "high" connection is higher because it is connected 
to who you really are, which is the spirit part of spirituality which implies a 
soul, because when you imagine someone as being a spirit or a ghost you 
take away their physical form and focus more on who they are mentally, or 
the core of their being or soul. Also use of the word soul, like that is using 
energy from your soul, appeals more to your higher morals which you 
would consider to be more consistent with who you are at the core. 


So people can compare reality with intellectual and religious questions that 
they can ask themselves. Does it matter how a person perceives how much 
pleasure they experience? If someone experiences a certain experience 
(which would be a combined emotional, physical and intellectual reality) 


then how would it matter how it is perceived? It can be perceived over the 
long term and over the short term by a person - and perceived cognitively 
and emotionally. 


Connecting Religion, Politics and Psychology - and possibly 
Physics 


How could the study of Physics, religion and psychology be related? 


Physics is about the connection of matter to matter - and psychology is 
about understanding abstract emotional concepts. It would seem that it 
would hard to find a connection between the two subjects. However it is 
probably easy to find a connection between religion and psychology and 
politics. 


Politics consists of political theories that governments use to govern their 
populations. These ideas and political policies can help influence the lives 
of the people in the population of their respective governments. 


Could a person want their government to tell them what to do with their 
life? Not all religions don't necessarily tell someone what to do with their 
lives - if someone has freedom of religion then they can decide whatever 
beliefs they want to follow - whatever religion or religions those beliefs 
come from. 


But that certainly doesn't relate to the study of physics. Physics is simply 
physical objects interacting with each other - while politics and religion are 
both about the ideas that people hold about life - such as how to live their 
lives and what to think about life in general and their individual lives and 
how they are being led. 


This raises the question of the point of such thinking - how would it matter 
if someone thinks that they are being sinful (in Christianity for example) - 
or how would it matter if someone thinks that they are living a peaceful and 
pleasure-less life (in Buddhism and Hinduism for example)? 


Religions certainly have a set of ideas that they follow - if you link up all of 
their studies, prayers and sacred texts then a more concise set of ideas about 
their beliefs could be formed that is easier to understand. Religions do a ton 
of stuff that could be reinterpreted into a more simple form or set of ideas 
that describes what those religions do for each person who follows that set 
of beliefs - if that is the best way to describe a religion anyway - as a set of 
beliefs. 


Maybe someone could simply believe in the policies of their government 
instead of believing in a religion. At least the policies of their government 
have a real impact on the persons life. However, perhaps some religious 
ideas have a real impact on a persons life also - each religious idea would 
have to be analyzed and thought about - then the impact of that idea on the 
persons life could be further explored. 


How Can Physics and Religion be Connected? 


How can physics be connected to religion? Religion matters because it 
influences how people feel and the things that they think about. Physics 
doesn't really relate very much to it. It relates in a way - that religious ideas 
can directly impact a person and matter directly impacts matter. That is the 
only way that physics and religion really relate. 


What does it mean to believe in God? Does it really matter how the events 
of our lives unfold anyway? 


Life doesn't really matter anyway so it doesn't really matter how our lives 
could be influenced by a god. 


Those previous statements weren't even really that significant - it is obvious 
that the events of life are significant or not significant - some events in 
peoples lives are significant and other events aren't as significant. It could 
be viewed as being a bunch of little details or bunch of moderately small 
details. 


God can be portrayed as being mighty or the universe as being everywhere 
and god as being all powerful. Are those ideas delusions? Why would it 


matter that much if god was all powerful? It seems like that idea is 
delusional - every religion believes in an all powerful god. While different 
religions have differing views of how they view god they all believe in an 
omnipotent being of some sort. 


IF you think about it, people have delusions all of the time, and god would 
certainly seem like something to be delusional about. But what is the person 
being delusional about exactly? Are they being delusional that life is grand 
and extensive, or are they being delusional that god is going to help them in 
some magical or realistic way? 


These are all important questions - how can an idea influence the human 
psyche so significantly? What emotional or cognitive processes are being 
influenced when people frame things in different ways? 


Religion and the Unconscious 


To what extent is religion unconscious? Religion seems to be extremely 
unconscious because it involves ideas that are powerful and emotional. 


When i say that religious ideas are emotional does that mean that they are 
delusional? Whenever someone thinks that their life is going to be a certain 
way and that it is going to happen magically that way then they would be 
both delusional and emotional - I am not suggesting that people who follow 
religion are delusional - or more delusional than people who are just 
planning out their lives anyway. 


Why would the understanding of how much pain or pleasure someone is in 
need to be cognitively interpreted? Does that mean that it needs to be 
verbally interpreted or does it just need to be understood more consciously? 
If something is understood consciously does that mean that they are going 
to be less emotional about it or more emotional about it? The unconscious 
can deviate from the conscious mind, and, in that case, could be the 
opposite of what the conscious mind wants to think or believe. 


I would think in that case doing something like reciting a prayer or thinking 
about something religious could be done consciously but the persons 


unconscious emotions wouldn't follow. Perhaps that is what it is like for 
someone who doesn't believe in a religion who tries to follow it but fails. 


I suppose it doesn't really matter if the people who follow various religious 
beliefs and values care excessively about them. I am just wondering what 
the point of repeating certain values or beliefs to oneself is. Having not 
practiced any religion or prayer worship consistently I cannot speak from 
personal experience. However, if you think about it, religion is sort of like 
therapy in that the person repeats the things that are occurring in their lives 
- or at least repeating the things or ideas that lie behind what is occurring in 
their lives. That is what religious values and ideas are - they are the 
foundation for someones life - and you don't need to necessarily discuss 
your life with a therapist in order to enhance it or think about it. If the idea 
that lies behind your life is that you need to be pleasure-less or dutiful to 
your society or family then you ca think about those values to yourself or in 
prayer worship and don't need to discuss them in therapy. 


Religious Concepts and Messages 


What influence do religious ideas have on a persons life? Why does a 
religious experience over time influence a person? 


Are there similar comparable experiences in a persons life that a religious 
experience could be compared to? Perhaps that is why some of tales that are 
preached in different religions try to relate a certain type of life experience 
through the tale. Fiction can modify how life is viewed - and in religion 
many of the tales are fictional and these are often used to communicate 
morals or messages. 


So the fictional tales in many religious writing or preached in religious 
temples are significant and a large part of a religious experience. Even if the 
story is one of the history of the religion - false or truthful - is a part of the 
religious experience. 


What then is the difference between fiction and reality? The religious 
stories told are often very different from reality. Or what is the difference 
between religious fiction and reality? 


The messages communicated through the stories are usually messages that 
center around ideas that are central to the religions beliefs. The tales portray 
the proper or improper thing to do - or could tales of their religious gods or 
figures - which would be a different type of example or tale. 


So, every religion has core ideas or messages that it tries to communicate. 
However, what is difference between a story and a single idea? A single 
story can communicate different ideas - however it might be debated which 
ideas are being communicated in different stories. Each religion has its own 
story, and its own stories it tells - both of which could communicate 
messages or concepts about life to the followers of those religions. 


Religion and Consciousness 


Religious ideas are often values such as kindness and compassion or a 
different world-view or perspective on those values. But what is a world 
view of a value? Say the value is kindness - then there is a way that the 
manner of kindness can be perceived - maybe simply a different way of 
describing the kindness, for instance it could be a simple honest kindness or 
a more complicated and less caring kindness. Perhaps the other qualities 
and values that people have can change the nature of the simple adjective 
‘kind’. 


For instance, if someone is kind but doesn't value kindness that could be 
different from someone who isn't kind but values kindness. Confusists value 
being kindness and it is one of the hindu virtues. It isn't discussed as a 
Christian or islamic value - however the ten commandments could imply a 
kindness and following the laws of your religion in islam could be 
considered being kind or honoring your society like how confusists value 
their family and society. 


Perhaps different ways of discussing the religious values lead to different 
ways of personally being. Discussing kindness in different ways could lead 
to a different way of being kind for each religion. 


However, what does a different way of being - or I could call that having a 
different personality orientation - have to do with consciousness? Is it a 


matter of understanding your own personality or beliefs in what your 
personality should be? Or are religious beliefs more about someones 
understanding of the world? 


Obviously there are going to be various types of religions beliefs - beliefs 
and understanding of the world, people and social structure, and an 
understanding or how people interact with the world. Beliefs of the world 
could be ideas about consciousness or enlightenment - because 
consciousness, enlightenment or 'revelation' is obviously related to a 
persons understanding of the world - so it relates to humans and world. 
Some religious ideas can relate to the world and to a person - and to how 
the world interacts with people and how ideas are shared and more or less 
dependent on either someones personality and intellect and how much of 
the intellect is shared or developed or interacts with the rest of the world. 


If it is an understanding of a person in the world, then clearly the idea is 
connecting the human to the world, however, if it is just an understanding 
of the persons own personality traits or preferences then it is just an 
understanding of the person - some personality traits are more related to 
interpersonal qualities and some are more 'inter-global' qualities. 


Are Religious Ideas Motivating? 


If religious ideas are often delusional - which I have discussed in previous 
articles that the idea of God or other religious beliefs could be delusional or 
manufactured by the unconscious - then it makes sense that they are also 
motivating. That seems fairly obvious because people become delusional in 
the first place because they want to feel good. However, feeling good from 
verbal cognitions is a feature that is unique to humanity. 


Animals get excited about reward and punishment also - however they only 
get excited like that when they see a direct reward or a direct punishment. 
Human beings cognize various ideas and motivations so they can bring up 
the same feelings of reward and punishment at different times or in different 
ways than animals do. 


Similarly, religious ideas work in a similar fashion - they are ideas about 
how people are going to be rewarded or punished from all the events and 
occurrences in their lives. Whatever someone thinks is going to happen in 
their life a reward and punishment system is going to change the motivation 
involved - and that obviously is going to relate to religious beliefs because 
religions discuss reward and punishment that is determined by God. 


That is why many religious beliefs are beliefs about what God does for 
people. In prehistoric times it might seem like a coincidence if an animal 
appears at the right time that they could kill - or it if something else happens 
that uncomforts or hurts someone because the living conditions were more 
simple and easily effected by coincidence. It is in this environment that the 
idea of God originally came into being. 


In modern times, many more things happen to human beings because their 
lives are much more complicated. How could their idea of God be similar to 
how it was in prehistoric times when there was a more simple and obvious 
reward and punishment motivation system? People in modern times get 
rewarded and punished all of the time - perhaps their lives are simply more 
chaotic to focus so much and so simply - almost in a meditative way - on 
religion or beliefs about God rewarding and punishing them. Perhaps a 
change in thinking of that sort could change how humans cognize their 
beliefs and motivations. 


A Physics Work in progress - the beginning 


I have only studied physics a little - however theoretical or philosophical 
physics is a subjective topic that could be speculated upon by lay people - 
some of this article could relate to how the universe was formed. 


It would seem to me that physical particles have to combine in manner that 
makes sense, but the question is - what is logical physical connection? Is it 
logical for one particle to bond or interact with a different particle? 


What is inside empty space? Could it be that there are small particles in 
empty space that aren't visible or have any interactions with other particles? 


Maybe I can say that a 'particle' is the smallest unit of matter or the smallest 
unit of something that can be physically observed or actually exist - I don't 
know if someone else has defined something like that before. 


There are different ways that different particles interact - they have charges 
and strong and weak forces - however, are those all the ways in which they 
can interact, bond, attract and repel each other, and so on and so forth? 


What is the difference between energy and matter then? Energy is matter 
(or could be viewed as being matter), and matter is energy because both are 
physical substances. I could define the smallest particles as physical 
substances - but if they don't exist anywhere then maybe they can be 
transformed into different types of matter because they are pure energy - but 
does that statement even make any sense - all energy has to be matter 
because it has to physically exist. 


Why is understanding the world important for human beings - 
and how does that relate to religion? 


Why do human beings need to understand the world intellectually? 


Instead of calling human consciousness intellectual I could call it verbal, 
‘more conscious’, 'awareness' or any other term that would indicated that 
something or some understanding is being understood in a more intelligent 
manner. 


What would happen to a human if it didn't understand something 
intellectually? Wouldn't that just be what animals are like? Animals could 
be described as simply not being verbal - they might understand 
emotionally what humans understand - but they simply aren't capable of 
intellectualizing or 'cognizing' it. 


Perhaps that is all religion is about - intellectualizing things in their lives 
and making life seem more grand or important to themselves - or is it about 
changing their emotions in a more basic and important way? 


People often do things for intellectual satisfaction. It is interesting that there 
is such a large mix of the emotional reality and the intellectual reality that is 
present with human beings. It seems that with humans intellectualizing 
(being verbal, thinking about, etc) is needed in order to direct and motivate 
their emotions. 


That is what therapy is about also - people think about their psychological 
problems and it helps them work through those problems. Religion is about 
thinking about the basics of their lives and what they want to achieve - it is 
a more simple form of therapy where the focus is to improve and focus on 
life in general. If someone has a specific problem that is related to their 
brains psychological make-up then therapy might be the answer, however if 
they are simply trying to think about or improve their life in a more simple 
fashion then religious or spiritual thinking could help enhance their 'human' 
emotions. 


What is necessary in order to enhance human emotions? I would think that 
in early history there were grand tales told of the deities in order to inspire 
awe and admiration. In modern times, such tales wouldn't create as much 
awe because modern technology is what inspires the awe - not deities that 
have ‘magical’ powers. God is still viewed in a similar fashion to after early 
civilization developed after Jesus. There wasn't much technology back then 
- however there was still considerably more than when there were just tribes 
and no civilization. 


Inspiring awe and admiration in the population must have served to change 
their emotions - the stories were enough to motivate them to think and 
change - because the significant factor of the time was that humanity was 
just beginning and humans had power and were like the divine. By the time 
of Jesus more was needed to motivate people - so Jesus - who was a very 
motivational personality - helped to motivate the population and was much 
more realistic than stories told about multiple deities who did magical 
things. 


Some symbols or stories are told of Jesus - and this helps to motivate some 
Christians. The early deities were just ways of thinking about creation and 
how powerful humans were - at the stories were enough to inspire people 
and change the way they think and feel. 


The History of Religions 

So stories can influence someones ideas and motivations. The history of 
someones religion could be comparable to being the history of their own 
family - their were only a few Hebrews that made it out of Egypt so they 
could all be seen as being a single family - and stories of Abraham and 
Isaac and the other Hebrews could relate what their culture and human 
history was. 


The old testament is also included in the beginning Bibles - with the new 
testament only coming after - but every religious text is really just a 
different way of explaining sets of values and ideas about God and what he 
does for the world. 


The 'story of god' is complicated and can be told in many different ways. It 
can be interpreted what the correct thing to do is many different ways also - 
does God teach the correct thing or does interacting with Him teach the 
correct thing to do? God doesn't necessarily communicate directly to people 
so interacting with what god does on earth and learning from what he did in 
the past is the only way to interpret what life was like - and what life should 
be like. 


The Will and its Relation to Feelings 


Every thought that a human has is motivated by a feeling. However, which 
feeling would be the feeling behind that? It would seemingly be a selfish 
feeling, however, perhaps it is just at its core a selfish feeling. That is, 
humans have selfless feelings, however they are probably motivated by a 
more basic instinct that seeks to only respond to the human that is doing the 
action. 


That makes sense - human being have instincts, and this can be compared to 
the human will. That brings up a question of definitions - what is the 
difference between the definition of instinct and the definition of 'will'? 


In general, "will" does not refer to one particular or most preferred desire 
but rather to the general capacity to have such desires and act decisively 
based on them, according to whatever criteria the willing agent applies. 
However, instinct is an impulse, usually an innate impulse. So a human 
could have the will to follow an instinct, or a decision could be ‘willful’, 
‘instinctual’, 'determined', or ‘decisive’. They basically all mean the same 
thing - if someone is intending to do an action, then their feelings are going 
to be motivating the action - and if feelings are motivating an action it is 
going to be more decisive or driven. 


The Influence of Feelings 


Feelings are important to human beings because it makes them feel. That is 
a rather simple statement, however that doesn't necessarily mean that 
feelings are simple or that understanding feelings is simple. 


If a feeling is simple would that mean that it is easier to understand? How 
could a feeling be understood, or what does that mean, to 'understand' a 
feeling? Humans can feel feelings, or they could understand them, or some 
combination of the two. 


If a feeling is understood then it is probably a salient or powerful feeling. 
However, a feeling could be powerful but the person experiencing it might 


not know that it is a large or significant feeling. What then is the difference 
between a ‘significant’ feeling and a large feeling? 


A feeling could be large but that doesn't necessarily mean that it is a salient 
feeling - salient means that the feeling is significant - however what makes 
one feeling important and another feeling not important? 


If a feeling is important it probably has a greater impact on cognition. The 
persons thoughts are influenced by the feeling more, basically. 


Feelings Interact 


Some feelings interact with other feelings, or it would probably be better 
described as drives interacting with other drives, because a feeling could be 
small and there could be many feelings, while there are probably only a few 
drives or strong desires a person can have at any one time. 


A drive is like an emotion because it is powerful, however drives could be 
driven by thoughts while emotions could have any cause. 


A feeling could be complicated, and have elements of thoughts and other 
feelings interacting. However some of this information about feelings isn't 
completely necessary for someone to understand in order to properly 
experience feelings. 


While feelings can be complicated, and thoughts can be complicated, drives 
are often simple because they are basic emotions that are driven by simple 
thoughts - such as the drive that most humans and animals have to eat food 
- it is a strong emotion or feeling that is powered by cognition, i.e., the idea 
that they are hungry. 


Experiencing Feelings 
Humans experience feelings all of the time. 


How could a feeling be described? It is basically something that someone 
feels - different things in life evoke different feelings. Therefore thought is 


really an insignificant component, because feelings occur continuously with 
human beings. 


If a feeling isn't continuous, then it could get interrupted suddenly. Feelings 
mix in complicated ways, and if it is complicated it might create a weird 
feeling because simple feelings are easy to understand. If it isn't simple then 
you might not know what is going on or it could be strange, which could 
cause the feeling to be weird. This could be compared to other weird 
feelings or things in life that are also weird. However there is a difference 
between something being weird because it is unknown, and it being weird 
because the feeling is unknown. 


Normally someone would just describe something weird as being strange or 
unusual - however then it is possible that the unusual feeling is more 
powerful because it is different from what the person is accustomed to. New 
and different feelings or stimulation could be more powerful because the 
mind hasn't experienced it before and needs to adapt. 


Feelings that are powerful could be considered to be tangible components 
of the mind, or be part of life experiences, life experiences that generate 
feelings are called 'experiential' phenomena. 


Feelings that are the result of experiences are different from feelings that 
are the result of someones inner thoughts. Humans can think to themselves 
all of the time, and this inner type of thinking can also cause feelings. 
However, experiences can cause a different type of feeling because it is 
stimulation, and stimulation is more of a physical feeling. Thoughts are just 
thoughts in your mind, while stimulation from the world or from the 
external senses could seem more ‘real’. 


Thinking of things in terms of if they are strange could also help to identify 
what the feeling is or what it is like. Would an external feeling from the 
world feel more strange than someones thoughts? How could a thought 
seem strange, and, how would that be different from stimulation from 
outside in the world seem strange? What does that mean exactly - a thought 
being strange? That wouldn't seem to make any sense because people think 
to themselves all of the time, so it wouldn't seem like thinking would be out 
of the ordinary, and it is usually strange types of stimulation or things in the 


external world that are different - not someones internal cognitions or 
thinking. 


Feelings and Drives 


I stated previously that emotions could have any cause while drives could 
be driven by thoughts. Emotions could also be the result of thoughts, or 
drives could be the result of thoughts. However drives come from powerful 
emotion so it is unlikely that simple thoughts would cause a strong 
emotional drive. 


I also basically stated that you can look at how strange a feeling is in order 
to understand it better. However, what about the strength of feelings? If 
drives come from strong emotion, then the drive would probably not be a 
strange feeling because drives are basically never strange. That is because 
people are only motivated by selfish desires, and there is nothing strange 
about a selfish desire. Either that or the 'strange' feeling is a feeling and not 
a strong emotion. 


Feelings are shallow - when you touch something you get a feeling that is 
simple (and tactile), however emotions are strong and deep and more 
related to thoughts because thoughts are intellectual. What about drives? If 
drives are strong then they too would be intellectual. That makes sense 
because it is something that you are driven by - hence the word ‘drive’. 


Phenomenology and Reality 


Intentions are gradual because they are emotional. While a person might do 
something instantaneously, it isn't obvious when their intention to do that 
action started. Some cognitive processes are very fast, like vision is fast 
however the emotional processes that accompany vision are often slow. It 
makes sense that vision is tied in with consciousness and emotion because 
vision is a large part of how humans and animals see - whether or not they 
are blind. 


So how can someone separate out basic vision and the basic emotional 
processes that are tied in with vision with more complicated or slower 
emotions? A vision could immediately invoke a feeling - or a feeling could 
be more stored and come from deeper or more complicated emotions - the 
feelings that come from someones consciousness can come from their 
immediate environment or from what they are feeling and thinking. 


Sometimes what people see matches what they are thinking and feeling, and 
sometimes it doesn't. Obviously it is going to vary on the situation i.e., what 
they are seeing and what they are thinking and feeling, that is going to 
determine what they are conscious of and what they are feeling and 
thinking. 


Some stimuli is more stimulating and rises to consciousness easier than 
other stimulation. Vision in combination with what the person is thinking 
helps to determine what the person is paying attention to at any given 
moment. 


There could be a question of if the person is aware of the stimulation before 
it happens or is thinking about something that prepares them for the 
stimulation what effect that might have on the stimulation. They could be 
paying attention to something initially and then that object could respond, 
or it could come into attention suddenly. If you think about the thoughts and 
feelings that are involved it adds more detail about what is going on - 
because they obviously are a factor in the feelings and thoughts before, 
during and after a stimulus - and if that stimulus has a 'leading-up' lesser 
stimulation. 


Mental Processes and Reality 


There can also be unconscious and conscious processes. The mind has 
feelings and thoughts that are complex, and there are different levels of 
conscious and unconscious attention. 


How does the mind perceive reality? Is reality the environment, culture or 
nation that someone is in? 


The country that someone is in could have a large impact on how the person 
perceives the world, there are different values that ‘hold sway' in different 
places - such as different morals and beliefs and abilities. 


How does that differ from a humans conception of other human beings? 
People can conceive of different people differently, and similarly, they can 
think about different nations or culture groups differently. 


How does a babies conception of reality or other human beings differ from 
an adults conception? I don't really think it would matter to a baby or even a 
small child what country they were in - though maybe that is because they 
are just being influenced and it isn't under their control. 


So a humans perception of reality must be formed since birth - and initially 
when the child is young 'reality' is simply imposed on him. If reality is 
imposed on humans when they are born, then how could they possibly 
determine their own reality? 


However, what is reality? What is the reality that is imposed upon humans, 
as children or as adults? 


Children theoretically have less cognitive ability than adults, however that 
is simply related to how intelligent they are - they might have a similar 
level of technical ability, or even greater skill and ability to learn technical 
things - by technical ability there I mean an amount of competency that 
deals with the management of physical objects. They also might have 
greater skill that is adaptive, like the ability to play video games. That skill 
requires a lot of ability to understand what is going on in the game, and 
what the rules are about how the game is played that adults might not be 


able to figure out because it requires a more creative type of intellect that is 
also adaptive. 


Or perhaps the 'reality' in video games is one that is simply more attuned to 
the world of a child and isn't suited for adults. The young adults hand-eye 
coordination is faster and that is obviously why they could perform better at 
the video games, however if you consider what a 'reality' is then a ‘reality’ 
could be any world that needs to be understood, imaginative or real. 


What is Reality - and what influences it? 


What is reality? And what influences reality? Human beings are in reality, 
human interaction is an important part of human emotion - however, how 
could I define what 'reality' is? 


Is reality simply human beings and the ideas that they hold? Or is reality 
interpersonal communication? Why does phrasing reality that way mean 
what it does? On that account, what would even be the definition of reality? 


Reality would usually mean what is considered to be 'real'. The world is 
real, human beings are real, and the physical objects in the world are real. I 
wrote a lot of articles about emotion and cognition, and clearly emotion and 
what influences human thought is incredibly significant for how they feel, 
and how a human being feels and his or her consciousness is going to be 
what the reality is for them - however reality usually refers to the external 
elements in the world which happen to determine the persons thoughts and 
feelings, instead of implying that the person determines their own thoughts 
and feelings, using the word 'reality' implies that the world imposes order 
on them from their environment and then that is what determines their 
reality. 


Intentions 


Interpersonal interaction is a large part of life, or 'reality'. People function 
and part of that cognitive functioning involves interacting with other 
humans. Other humans are part of peoples visual field (what they see) and 


their minds influence how emotions and feelings from the other person are 
interpreted. 


How does someones mind ‘interpret’ emotion? Is feeling simply felt, or is 
feeling interpreted? What does that mean exactly anyway? If feeling is 
interpreted, then it isn't literal - by that I would think that that means that 
feeling things isn't simple. What would be gained by determining if feeling 
something is simple or complex? What would be the difference between a 
‘complicated’ feeling and a 'simple'’ feeling? 


Feelings are obviously tied in with a higher 'cognitive' type of 
understanding, and that could help to make the feelings more complex - 
because the thought structures and idea groupings influence which emotions 
are felt. In that way emotion and thought are intertwined - people think 
things, and those thoughts are linked with emotions that influence their 
feelings. 


Feelings and Reality 


What would happen if reality influenced someones feelings? Could that be 
compared to the world 'pressing' in on someone? How could that be 
visualized? Can 'reality' be visualized? There could be artistic 
representations of the world, however I wouldn't think that the image of a 
globe or map or an image of the planet from outer space would properly 
represent 'reality’. 


My Take on Einsteins Theory of Relativity 


Einstein described that if a rock falls from someone on a train down the 
ground outside the train then it would appear to the person on the train as 
falling in a straight line - but it would appear to the person on the ground 
watching the train as a parabola. That is because the person on the ground 
isn't moving, and the train is moving away from the person (so they see it 
from different angles). Air resistance makes the rock move in a parabola - 
the train is moving fast so when it drops it goes in a parabola. The person 
on the train simply sees it from an angle that doesn't reflect the entire nature 
of the parabola - if you look at some things from only one angle you might 
not be able to see everything that is going on. If you look at something from 
all angles so you can account for its movement in all three dimensions. 


Time would be the same from both perspectives only the speed of the 
objects for both people would be different relative to how fast they were 
traveling. If one person is travelling fast then it is moving at a different 
speed relative to that person, so the person would be travelling faster away 
but the speed of the object could be viewed as being two speeds because 
everything in the universe is moving relative to something else. 


The Gravitational Field 


If the brakes are applied to the train, then the train stops and the person 
experiences a sudden jerk forward. 


The person jerks forward because of gravity - the friction of the wheels of 
the train are influenced differently by gravity than the person sitting on the 
seat. The person is not pinned down to the seat, so his force is not stopped 
as well as the force of the train is stopped. 


Gravity helps to determine the force of friction on the wheels of the train, 
and considering the speed of the train and the person on the train (which are 
the same before the train starts to stop) the train simply stops faster than the 
person because the persons motion is harder to stop because it is only the 
train that stops. If different elements of the body that is stopping its motion 
(like the element of the person in the train and the body of the train, or 


perhaps something else that is loose in or part of the train) stop at different 
times then they are going to move separate from the other different 
elements, and appear disjointed. 


My ideas about the nature of time 


Time is only measured based upon what can be observed changing in a 
certain period of time. Some things move faster than other things, and if 
you take into account how everything moves at different speeds then 
everything can be changing relative to a 'normal' constant. 


But what would be moving at a normal speed? How could someone define 
‘normal"? Everything on the earth moves relative to the ground of the earth, 
but the entire earth is spinning. So everything could be 'normal' compared 
to the center of the earth, or other places on the earth and how things are 
moving there - that is how time and speed on earth is measured and 
compared and contrasted - and that is because everyone on the earth is only 
on earth and we don't really care very much about stuff outside the planet - 
because people live on the ground of the planet. 


So what would be a 'normal' speed? Everything moves relative to 
something else. That is what reality is about - physical objects that move in 
a certain pattern, sometimes the pattern is organized, and sometimes it is 
chaotic. 


Concept, Mind and Reality 


How do our concepts influence our conclusions? That was a question posed 
by Kant, however with a deeper understanding of the mind that question 
can be looked at further. 


For instance, there are emotional drives that influence what our thoughts 
are, however concepts in that sense refers to all the persons ideas that they 
have formed since birth. 


That is another interesting question - I don’t think that Kant asked the 
question “which idea or concept exactly influences which conclusion” - i 
would have to describe various concepts and how they influence differing 
other concepts, assessments and understandings. 


Different concepts can change based upon the persons emotional 
development over time, and you could view a concept that a person has 
about life based upon different stages in their emotional development. 


For instance if the stage of development is ‘identity recognition’ in the 
persons youth then the concepts that the person has is going to be 
influenced by their struggle for an identity (whether it is a question of 
masculinity or other personality traits that determine who the person is). 


This articles relates to some of my other ‘truth and reality’ articles because i 
discussed in other articles how thought is related to feeling and how the 
unconscious mind influences the conscious mind through feelings, drives 
and unconscious thoughts influencing and driving conscious thoughts. 


So feelings are part of who a person is and a part of how they perceive 
reality. However, how does something like an interpersonal feeling change 
how someone perceives reality? How the universe is structured has to do 
with feelings and how a person views the world. What then is the 
relationship between how reality is formed and how the mind views reality? 


Some objects and structures in reality are concrete, but all are perceived 
emotionally and cognitively by the mind. What would a structure in reality 
be that is concrete other than a literal physical building or other physical 


structure? There is the physical world and the mental world, and these two 
worlds interact all of the time. 


So is that just someones experience of the physical world influencing their 
feelings? Or is it just describing feelings and thoughts as being physical or 
elated? Perhaps thoughts and feelings ‘feel’ supernatural and they can be 
then described as being weird or surreal. It is interesting that feelings can 
take on so many forms - like trying to describe a feeling as a physical 
object. 


That would basically equate to describing a feeling as being very real, or 
perhaps it would be describing how a feeling is tied in with certain thoughts 
making it either a surreal intellectual experience, a surreal emotional and 
intellectual experience or an ordinary experience. 


It would seem that simple feelings are just described in more simple terms 
than advanced feelings and that is all that is going on. If you think about 
simple animal like feelings that do not have any advanced components, and 
therefore all advanced components to life could be considered to be surreal 
or spiritual. 


Emotional and Intellectual Preferences 


Life is more than thoughts and emotions - humans perceive life in different 
ways. They perceive individual objects differently and therefore they 
perceive everything differently as a whole. 


It seems obvious when I say it that way - each person is different and is 
going to perceive life differently and experience emotions differently. What 
is behind that difference, however? 


Is it that people emotionally develop in different ways or is it that they were 
born that way? Perhaps a certain perception could be achieved in the 
persons 20s that is more academic or intelligent than the perception that the 
person achieved in youth. This difference in perception would be different 
from how teenagers or young children view the world.. 


However, how could i describe the difference in development as children 
age and as young people in their 20’s age? I have described that it is 
basically the same emotional preferences only a maturation - the emotional 
‘orientation’ getting more advanced and developed, possibly changing a 
slight to moderate amount depending on the type of emotional interest. 


So humans all have various emotional interests - that is what makes them 
human - wait, animals also have emotional interests - they simply aren’t as 
intelligent as human interests. What makes an emotional interest intelligent, 
however? Humans have a more complex reaction that shows that they are 
capable of much more advanced thought, however that could be hard to 
describe what that difference is exactly. 


I twice saw my dog have a basic reaction to a painting - however in 
retrospect i realize that the reaction was a simple reaction - the painting was 
very simple and emotional. Dogs probably wouldn’t have a reaction to 
paintings that have complex scenery or involve complex ideas. I also 
noticed my dog responding to a basketball player on television making a 
slam dunk - which is a dramatic emotional experience if you think about it. 


So animals clearly have basic emotions and basic intellect - but the basic 
intellect is basically just tied into the basic emotions. Which ideas and types 


of intellect are more considered to be human then? I said that ‘advanced’ 
intellect is human - but how could that be described? Just saying ‘concepts 
or topics that require further thought’ isn’t really describing it perfectly. 


That is basically all it is, however. Thinking provides humans with a more 
advanced way of viewing the world - the compare, contrast, analyze, etc. 
Some of these categories of advanced thinking involve human motivation, 
some involve human emotional preferences (which is related to motivation, 
but doesn’t involve the motivation drives as much), and human intellectual 
preferences (which is basically their emotional preferences only they could 
be described as a more mature type of pursuit). 


Thoughts and Feelings in the Mind 


There are emotions and thoughts and feelings and they interact. I don’t 
think it really matters what the difference is between an emotion and a 
feeling. It doesn’t really matter - that is just picking hairs. Emotions are 
basically feelings, so it doesn’t matter if it is an emotion or if it is a feeling. 
In a previous article i stated that feelings are more direct and are clear and 
you can feel them in a more simple manner - similar to when you touch 
something you get a feeling that is simple (and tactile). But if you can feel 
both of them it doesn’t really matter as long as you can feel it. 


It doesn’t really matter because of life is feeling - life is full of feeling. 
There are also thoughts in life that impose and structure feelings. Thoughts 
are significant - and they impose order. Thoughts impose order over 
feelings, that is why they are significant. Feelings are wild and natural, 
while thoughts are calm and controlled. 


There are automatic thoughts, which are not so controlled. However 
automatic thoughts come from feelings, from the unconscious mind in 
combination with the conscious mind. However automatic thoughts don’t 
come often, many thoughts might be assisted by the unconscious mind that 
people aren’t aware of as semi-automatic in any way, however they could 
be described as being that way. 


Feelings are important because they make people feel things. Do thoughts 
make people feel things - or is it the feeling? The feeling associated with 
the thought could be causing the feeling or it might possibly come more 
from verbal sentences and thoughts - but then thoughts are really just 
triggers for feelings. Everything results in a feeling, thoughts are just points 
of information in a world of feelings (the unconscious). 


That is why there are feelings, because there are things like thoughts. 
Thoughts cause feelings, and feelings can motivate someone to think a 
thought or two. That is it, that is all there is to life - feeling feelings and 
emotions and thoughts. But why would a thought be significant also? I said 
feeling ‘feelings’ - and that is obvious because feelings are obvious; 
however thoughts are also important components of the mind. 


Thoughts could be considered to be the intellectual aspect of the mind - 
however why would someone need to have a thought at all if they can just 
feel things? What is a thought then - a thought would just be something that 
imposes order and gives logical direction, and isn’t necessary for feeling. 
Perhaps that is why animals are also significant. 


So thoughts impose order, give logical ideas and that is it - they don’t serve 
and function in terms of biological feeling. That is interesting; however it is 
not obvious to see how that functions in life. 


Deliberate and Intelligent Consciousness 


Decisions can be instinctual or deliberate - they can be something that the 
person thinks about a lot (making it deliberate), or something that is 
immediate and instinctual. So that means that thought and intellect can be 
immediate and instinctual or a type of thought that using more processing 
power or is simply more intelligent. 


Could someone have a thought that is intelligent that is more immediate and 
instinctual, however? It would probably have to be very learned - but 
wouldn’t that make all adults learned then since they have been using the 
same words in the same contexts for years and years? 


That is definition of experience - to use a word or do something in a similar 
context - or to learn from different dissimilar contexts. However it doesn’t 
have to be how people use words - it is the nature of changing experience, it 
doesn’t have to be just verbal. 


When i describe how it works verbally it becomes more clear - however, 
and also if i use words or sentences about emotional development as 
examples it could make it more clear how people develop other types of 
competency also. For instance if someone says ‘walk slowly if the path is 
cluttered so you don’t trip’ then the persons competence of walking could 
increase because they learned from the verbal statement. 


It is both a verbal, cognitive sentence and an experience in real life. In that 
way words and other types of cognitive intellect are tied in with real 
experience. Maybe all of life has a verbal or cognitive aspect that is 
reflected with the persons intellect. Or maybe there is also a physical or 
sensory quality to life that can be reflected with a persons intellect - not just 
an experiential one. 


Thats how people think -they use their unconscious mind and their physical 
power - which helps to power their will, and they use thier conscious 
intellect, sometimes less conscious and sometimes more instinctual and 
unconscious, and they reach conclusions and do stuff. 


The Mind's Comprehension 


There are mental models and mental associations, and there are thought 
association chains that are usually what a mental model is like. Does that 
describe all of the significant features of how the mind functions, however? 
I already pointed out in previous articles that thoughts and feelings can 
interact - but certainly it is more complicated than that. 


The unconscious mind has a different power than the conscious mind, and 
the unconscious mind understands the world differently. The unconscious 
mind is the world that is absorbed by our senses while the conscious mind 
is the world that we understand. The unconscious doesn’t really 
‘understand’ anything the same way that the conscious mind does - it 
mostly stores information and feelings, while the conscious mind mostly 
does the intellectual work. 


That relates to Descartes famous quote “I think therefore I am” which i 
stated in a previous article that the thought and intellectual component over 
someones entire life helps to determine the persons emotional development 
also. Emotional development is deliberative - or who the person is is 
deliberative - so that means that they are determining with their thoughts 
who they are and their development - or is that not the case so much? 


Maybe someones emotions determine who they are more so, and it isn’t 
really a conscious endeavor. This is what the will and the spirit is about - 
who someone is and how they respond to the world. The way a person 
responds to the world could be considered to be emotional and unconscious 
or intellectual and conscious. They respond both ways obviously, It could 
be compared to my analysis of how emotion works with intellect - emotion 
takes a long time and can have many points, while thoughts or intellect are 
just singular thoughts and intellect is driven by the will - so it takes power 
and direction. The unconscious mind does not take much deliberative 
conscious direction or willpower (the ‘will’). 


Or maybe there is an action-sense and it isn’t either intellectual or 
emotional - it is both combined in an action sense. That would be tying in 
the physical factor or perhaps the sensory quality of the unconscious - 
making experience largely unconscious because there is a sensory quality. 


Or is that more how animals experience the world (animal senses are 
considerably greater than human senses). 


Conscious Attention 


What is conscious attention and how could that term be defined? Is that just 
simply consciousness that you are focusing on? What would that be - if 
someone is conscious then they are paying attention, and if they are less 
conscious then they are paying less attention - so saying ‘conscious 
attention’ would just be implying that the person is paying close attention - 
so it would be like saying ‘attentively paying attention’ instead of saying 
‘consciously paying attention’. 


If someone is paying attention to something then what other mental 
processes are going to interfere with their attention process? Their mind 
could be trying to pay attention to other things unconsciously. That makes 
sense that attention is multifaceted - if someone is trying to pay attention to 
something it could be difficult or easy - their thoughts and feelings could be 
assisting them - or certain thoughts and feelings could be assisting them or 
hindering them. 


What might cause someone to pay less or more attention to something other 
than the obvious factors such as how interested they are in the object or 
whatever they are paying attention and how hard they are working to pay 
attention to it. 


People can pay attention to something and have their unconscious assist 
their mind or they could have their consciousness assist their mind. If their 
unconscious is assisting their mind then they might pay attention more 
efficiently because they are naturally paying attention - their feelings and 
drives and unconscious thoughts are all assisting their attentional process. 
However, if someone is paying conscious attention they they aren’t 
necessarily using all of their minds power to focus. 


Someone can try to focus on something but that doesn’t mean that they are 
necessarily focusing as much as they can. This is probably a large issue 
with sports players that want to perform well - many cannot perform 
perfectly because their performance varies - it is because their biology 
limits them from focusing and paying attention as much as they would need 
- if they try to pay better attention then it could increase their physical 


performance - however it is also a conscious and unconscious battle and in 
that case also related to a third factor - their physical endurance or ability. 


So paying attention is then mostly an unconscious and conscious battle - 
with possibly a third factor that would be dependent on what the activity is - 
what the person is trying to pay attention to. So paying attention also relates 
to mental associations because these could influence the persons 
unconscious mind and their performance. The idea would be for the person 
to become as unconsciously performing as possible so that their ability is 
enhanced by their unconscious mind. The conscious mind is limited 
compared to the power of the unconscious because more feelings and 
thoughts can be triggered if the person isn’t trying to trigger them. 


Mental Abstraction and Associations 


I wrote in previous articles that mental representations and thoughts are tied 
in and associated with each other - and that the feeling of one thought could 
interact with the feeling of another thought. However, how exactly does that 
work? It is obviously an association structure of some sort. Those can be 
called a ‘mental model’ or a ‘mental architecture’ - so is the mental model 
for the entire brain just a simple association chain? 


If some drives are more powerful then it is likely to bring up an association 
that is most highly related - that seems rather obvious, however what if 
someone is thinking something that they want to be associated with another 
thought or related representation? An association could be tied in from 
previous emotional development. There ‘emotional’ development could 
mean long term emotional development or something that was learned at 
one time in an experience or interaction. 


So does one emotional drive or motivation have a set of related or 
associated images or feelings? What if an emotional drive has multiple 
feelings - or conflicting feelings? That could be related to secondary 
emotions - a secondary emotion is when someone tries to mask their 
primary emotion with the emotion they want to feel (for example, if 
someone is embarrassed because of a shy emotion and they want to be more 
masculine they could try to replace it with a tough, masculine emotion but 
the real emotion was something shy (masculinity being the secondary 
emotion). 


So what would the mental model or association chain be with that 
secondary emotion? Is this just a detailed way of looking at simple 
emotional interactions? I could label all of the ideas associated with the 
primary emotion and see what their associations and triggers are and what 
is going on with them, and then think about the secondary emotion and 
figure out what is going on with that - if the person is actual masculine and 
tough then maybe they could replace the primary shy emotion with a 
secondary emotion - or maybe not. 


So an artist could have an association chain that could bring up something 
completely different from what an expected association would be. There 


could be ‘feeling-thoughts’ and direct and guide certain feelings or thoughts 
to be related to other feelings and thoughts in the mind. These could be 
called guided feelings or thoughts.. 


A complex mental model or association chain could be referred to as mental 
abstraction because the person is being abstract - however people could be 
abstract with all of their thoughts all of the time - why does one thought pull 
up another? Why does one feeling pull up another thought? They are 
usually associated or tied in with feelings that formed and developed them - 
or maybe the feeling was unconscious and the association or model cannot 
be figured out. 


How Does the Mind Process information? 


A mental model could mean any kind of mental model. There are models of 
how emotion functions and models of how intellect functions - and models 
of how intellect functions and is processed in the mind with emotion. 


SO what is the mental model for how the entire mind works then? First 
there is a sensory input -and then it is processed emotionally and 
cognitively by the mind. That seems rather obvious. Sensory inputs cause a 
reaction in the mind. That is what happens - there is some sort of stimulus - 
and then that stimulus causes a human to think about what that stimulus 
does for the person. 


Different stimuli trigger mental reactions that can be cognitive or 
emotional. That happens all of the time when someone sees something that 
triggers a reaction. Vision helps humans to notice various kinds of stimuli. 
That means that the stimuli must be processed first by one of the human 
senses. That is only for external stimuli or stimulation, however. A stimulus 
or trigger could come from within the mind from memory or what the 
person is thinking about. 


Emotional and Cognitive are intertwined 


If there is an emotion stimulus (like seeing a dog) then that could trigger a 
cognitive or emotional reaction in a persons mind. 


So what kind of reaction does it trigger? A cognitive reaction or an 
emotional reaction? A cognitive reaction would be considered or viewed as 
the person thinking more - while an emotional reaction would be the person 
feeling more. Since dogs are emotional it would probably trigger an 
emotional reaction and not a cognitive one - however, what if an emotional 
stimulus starts something cognitive? It might start off as emotional since the 
person is seeing a dog and dogs are cute and they are animals (and animals 
think less and are more feeling-based than humans) but that doesn't 
necessarily mean that it converts into being more emotional. 


What kinds of thoughts would seeing something emotional (like a dog) 
trigger? What kinds of emotions would it trigger? If thought about that way 
then it seems simple - seeing something emotional would ‘probably’ trigger 
a more emotional reaction in the mind but could also just simply cause the 
person to think more depending on the mood that they are in. It would 
seemingly produce an association of similar ideas or feelings that the dog is 
associated with. However, the person might see dogs all of the time and in 
that case it wouldn't generate much more or different stimulation for the 
person. 


Emotional and Cognitive Stimulation 


So mental stimulation can be either emotional or cognitive. If the 
stimulation is emotional then it produces feelings; however cognitions can 
also produce feelings - an example of that would be someone laughing after 
hearing a good joke. 


So what is the relationship between knowledge structures and emotional 
and cognitive stimulation? There must be some sort of emotional-cogntive 
relationship between each mental process or mental node that produces a 
combination of feelings or thoughts (i could call the thoughts 
‘intellectualizations') 


Consciousness can also cause feelings or intellectual stimulation. What is 
that saying - that 'consciousness' can cause stimulation? That is basically 
just saying that someone is in a state of feeling in which they are largely 
aware of what they are feeling. So the question then is can someone direct 
what their feelings or thoughts are aware of? People have important feelings 
and less important thoughts and feelings. Can someones consciousness feel 
certain feelings better than other feelings? That person might more largely 
be aware of some types of stimulation more so than other types of 
stimulation then. 


Different types of information could also be processed by the mind - not 
just different types of feelings. Feelings are also just communicative so they 
could fall under the title of ‘information’ in the mind. So feelings and 
thoughts are processed as information by the mind. 


Mental Representations 


Different ideas, concepts and thoughts can interact in the mind. One idea 
can be a 'meta-idea' - an idea of another idea, or an idea could simply be 
associated with another idea. If different ideas produce different feelings 
and different amounts of feeling then an idea that is a meta-idea of another 
idea could produce a similar or associated feeling. 


The ideas don't even have to be of each other - one idea could be a further 
reflection of another idea without the person being aware that that is 
occurring. Meta-representation (meta-ideas) do not have to be conscious - 
humans naturally reflect on stuff and feelings and thoughts or 
‘intellectualizations' naturally reflect and build on each other. 


David Rosenthal proposed that a representation is only conscious if it is 
presented by a higher-order thought. However, I don't believe that to be 
completely accurate - representations could be simply thought about more 
without the person consciously thinking about it to themselves. Thoughts 
that aren't conscious naturally reflect on other thoughts or ideas or 
experiences and these concepts or ‘understandings’ build in the mind 
naturally by themselves. Furthermore, Any time someone becomes more 
conscious of something it could be the result of a feeling enhancing another 
feeling - not necessarily a thought enhancing another thought. 


For instance - if someone ‘has a feeling’ for something and they then think 
more about it they don't need to necessarily be consciously directing that 
feeling (the further 'meta' feeling) because humans minds naturally reflect 
on things all of the time and they don't need to consciously say to 
themselves 'I need to think more about that’. It could simply be a feeling in 
their mind that triggered another feeling or there are possibly 'reflective 
feelings’ whose purpose is to reflect and build and make more conscious 
other feelings. These feelings could be understandings of experiences or 
understandings of anything in life (though i would think that most 
understandings would be of experiences). 


Florid vs Pastel Representations 


Daniel Dennett suggested that there are representations that involve a sense 
of action or agency which he called 'florid' representations while ‘pastel’ 
representations are more basic intentions that do not necessarily involve as 
much intention. 


However, how does a representation have an intention? A representation 
could be an idea - and in that case, the representation could have intentions 
attached. If the representation is a feeling it could also have intentions 
attached. An intention is a strong feeling - so it could be obvious that some 
representations have strong feelings or other thoughts attached. 


Why do they need to even be labelled 'representations' then - I could just 
say that some ideas have stronger motivations and feelings attached than 
other ideas, and that some ideas form ideas or 'understandings' of other 
ideas that could be objects in the world or other concepts in the persons 
mind. However, when some object or idea is 'represented' as or in another 
idea or object in the mind it is called a meta-representation, or just a 
‘representation of another representation’. 


So the term representation does have some use - because people represent 
things in the world that are happening all of the time. There is a difference 
then between the definition of an 'understanding' and a 'representation’. 
Humans could have understandings of anything basically, some of the stuff 
in the world is going to be represented in their mind as a single object, and 
other stuff is just going to be 'understood' as an ‘understanding’ to the 
person. 'Understandings' could involve multiple representations and 
‘understandings of understandings’ could involve multiple meta- 
representations. 


The important question then is - which components of our representations 
or understandings have strong feelings attached? That is what Dennett 
suggested by his distinction between ‘florid’ and 'pastel' representations. The 
word ‘florid’ by definition means elaborately or excessively intricate or 
complicated or excessive - so that makes it obvious that some feelings have 
components that are more motivated or salient. 


The Use of Representations 


Dennett also pointed out that there is knowing and a use to representations - 
if someone simply has a representation that is different from it being a 
practical representation. This is different from 'symbols' in my view because 
some symbols have a greater significance on the human psyche. That makes 
it seem simple - obviously different objects in the environment are going to 
have a greater psychological impact than other objects, and different objects 
are going to be represented differently. 


Take is a step further and it becomes obvious that different mental 
constructs interact with each other within the mind. Mental constructs have 
been defined a long time ago - Carl Jung talked about mental constructs 
when discussing dreams and other significant psychological phenomena. I 
would think that much could be understood if it could be sorted out the 
different mental constructs - these are different from simply grouping ideas 
and subjects and experiences and ‘understandings' in life into different 
categories - but the significance of each would need to also be understood. 


The question then is - which subjects or categories or experiences could 
form a significant mental construct? Do different emotions form mental 
constructs? Can different thoughts or constructs be formed from significant 
life experiences and the emotions that these experiences generate? Then is it 
simply an emotional world that needs to be analyzed? If complex mental 
constructs can be formed it is certainly more complex than a few simple 
categories in life evoking certain emotions. 


This is obviously going to be more complicated than simple symbols, a 
physical symbol is going to be more simple than a mental symbol - if you 
could call a mental symbol a representation anyway. Jung called significant 
mental constructs or symbols ‘archetypes’. However - those a just single 
symbols or constructs - what would happen if a mental construct combined 
with another mental construct? A representation is just a single object - but 
a representation can be of a mental construct which could consist of 
multiple representations, and different mental constructs can combine and 
influence each other in the mind - and obviously are going to be 
emotionally significant. 


Object Representations 


One form of a mental representation is simply objects from the world 
forming a mental representation - either multiple objects in someones vision 
or a single object in someones vision - this is called the 'object-based 
attention’ model - Montemayor and Haladjian (2015)[ footnote]: 
Consciousness, Attention and Conscious Attention. (2015) Montemayor 
and Maladjian. The MIT Press. 


Such diverse theories and studies give us good reason to believe that 
different attention systems work together in complementary ways to 
process perceptual information, and that object-based attention is an 
evolutionarily newer processing strategy that developed after the more 
basic feature-based and spatial forms of attention. The usefulness of 
the object-based model of high-level representation is that it provides a 
structure wherein low-level information from the various visual 
pathways can be integrate to form a coherent and persisting 
representation of a visual object (Ballard et al. 1997, Kahneman, 
Teisman, and Gibbs 1992, Noles, Scholl, and Mitroff 2005). Some 
studies, however, suggest that this binding can happen even when pairs 
of features are simply superimposed spatially (Holcombe and 
Cavanagh 2001) and thus not necessarily bound in an object file 
format. Nevertheless, such forms of ‘conjunction attention’ enable the 
crucial integration of multiple features. This ability is particularly 
important for guiding actions and for conscious attention, which we 
discuss further in chapter 4. Our position is that before you can have a 
conscious representation, visual information must be organized in 
some useful way. Object file representations provide this organization, 
especially since visual features usually belong to discrete objects. 
Without the ability to select an individual object and bind its feature, 
an agent could not sustain a persisting representation of the object.( 
We are particularly drawn to the object-based attention model because 
it provides a nice structure for the integration of information from the 
various visual subsystems to form a coherent representation of a visual 
scene, in a way that allows mental representations to refer to external 
objects. Whether or not mental representations truly are organized via 
object files remains debatable, but for our purposes the form in which 
features are integrated is not problematic as long as there is some 
account for this integration. we believe that object files are 


theoretically important for providing the content of mental 
representations and for integrating perceptual information from 
multiple modalities, as well as from other forms of attention, in order 
to produce a cohenerent representation. It is these representations that 
most liekly make up the contents of conscious experience 


I already mentioned in a previous article that vision was like the base-line 
cognition. They stated that vision is necessary for mental representations, 
which I pointed out before them that vision was the baseline cognition 
which is basically saying the same thing. People that can see use their 
vision to think, and when they aren't looking with their eyes open they are 
visualizing things which they are thinking about. That is going to influence 
their cognitions greatly because vision is always needed and is a part of the 
thought process. 


I also pointed out in my previous article that vision is tied to more simple 
cognitions - which seems fairly obvious on the surface but could be 
extremely complicated if someone wanted to analyze it because it would 
basically be analyzing all of a humans thinking and where that thinking 
comes from. Does it come from vision, emotion or feeling or other thoughts 
or memories? 


Measuring Emotion and Subjectivity 


So far in this article I discussed mental representations and how they 
influence the mind cognitively and emotionally. The question that comes up 
when trying to measure how reality is expressed and represented in the 
mind is how could such subjective mental functions be measured? 


Some things in life are obvious and their influence on the human mind is 
obvious also - however it isn't really that simple. Things in life have an 
unconscious and a conscious influence on people. If the influence is 
unconscious then it could be completely unknown what the influence is. 
Alvin Goldman phrased meta-representations on a simple lower level ‘first 
order representation level’ and a higher level a 'meta-representational' level. 
There are simple beliefs and desires on the first level and the second level is 
more reflective - it is a meta-representational level by which people think 


about their attitudes and their basic representations of the world - their basic 
beliefs and desires. 


He talks about 'mental attitudes’ and these attitudes are different from 
concepts. If someone has an attitude then it is different from a concept that 
they can form. Attitudes come from beliefs and desires and intentions and 
other mental attitudes - however - how do these attitudes become concepts? 
[footnote] 

The Mentalizing Folk. Alvin Goldman. (2000) In Dan SPerber (Ed.) 
Metarepresenations. Oxford University Press 


What concepts do the folk have of mental representations? How do 
they conceptualize or represent to themselves such states as belief, 
desire, intention, and the other mental attitudes? What properties do 
they endow these states with, in their fundamental grasp of them? 
These questions should be contrasted with questions about the 
essential nature of mental states. ..do not conceptualize beliefs and 
desire as neural states. How do they conceptualize them? 


So they conceptualize by looking at their first level representational state - 
their basic beliefs and desires - then they form higher or more complex 
representations of those basic needs. This might be related to a hierarchy of 
needs because it has to do with different levels of thinking. Thinking is 
basically the same as different levels of representation, because, just as the 
world is represented simply and more complex, so too can thinking be 
simple and complex - and it can be about the world or about the self and 
world intertwined. 


The Components of Consciousness - Mental and Phenomenological 
Processes 


Subjective Perception 


How are various experiences in life perceived mentally? What does that 
mean anyway - to perceive something mentally. I wrote in a previous article 
that life can be viewed or perceived cognitively and emotionally. If life can 
be perceived in different ways then it can give rise to different experiences. 
Different emotional and intellectual experiences. 


Different 'things' in life can be phrased in different ways. How can the 
experiences or phenomena in life be divided? People usually simply use the 
term 'thing' but phenomena could be experiences or occurrences. How does 
that relate to verbal phrasing, however? If someone uses a different word 
then it could mean something completely different then using another word 
or phrasing something differently. You would need to look closely at the 
definition of the word and see what it does for someone psychologically - 
and assume that it would have a similar psychological impact on different 
or similar people. 


There are also conscious and unconscious phenomena - that makes sense - 
if something can be conscious or unconscious it is also going to be tied to 
its conscious or unconscious phenomena in the real world. 


Unconscious Perception 


What is an unconscious perception? If there can be unconscious perception 
and conscious perception then what is the difference between the two? Is 
that the same as asking what the difference is between consciousness and 
unconsciousness? 


If something is unconscious then it isn't conscious - but what does that 
mean? If you understand something consciously then that means that you 
are aware of it - you understand it and are possibly aware of that 
understanding. However where is the line between being aware of the 
phenomena and a meta-awareness (aware that you are aware)? 


There could be an endless number of degrees of awareness to different 
things - and different types of awareness - some of the awareness is going to 
be meta-awarenesses - awareness of other types of awareness - and some of 
the awareness is going to awareness of stuff that doesn't require further 
reflection or you already know you are aware of. 


If someone already knows that they are aware of something then it doesn't 
require further reflection. 


Consciousness is multifaceted 


There are different ways of being conscious - the two most obvious are 
unconscious vs aware or conscious. Other ways are emotionally conscious, 
verbally conscious, semi-conscious or conscious in a speculative way, 
intuitively conscious, immediately conscious, more fully conscious, slightly 
conscious, visually conscious, some combination of visually conscious and 
emotionally or cognitively conscious, or some combination of all of those 
ways. 


Different ideas or objects in life are mental constructs - so a simple object 
could represent a more complex mental representation. That idea significant 
because it can be applied to all mental cognitions or architectures. All 
mental or intellectual interactions in the mind have their own mental 
representations and are linked to other thoughts or representations. A 
representation of a park could be tied in with the representation of a picnic - 
or I could simply say that the events or meaning or definition of someone 
having a picnic is tied in directly or in a more complicated way with the 
persons conceptions of parks - it could be much complicated than simply 
tying in the ideas of ‘picnic’ and 'park' and arriving at the conclusion that 
‘you have picnics at parks’. 


Some stuff in life is obvious and can be more conscious than stuff that isn't 
obvious. That relates to how conscious or unconscious ideas or experiences 
are. How is an experience emotionally or intellectually absorbed? How else 
can an experience be processed by the mind? Maybe it can be stored more 
visually or more unconsciously - so it might be stored unconsciously but 


stored intellectually even though it might seem like the experience should 
be stored emotionally since the unconscious is emotional. 


If an experience is processed emotionally what does that mean? Would that 
mean that it makes the person happier or is it possible to process pain in an 
emotional way - pain is more physical so I don't know if you could say that 
humans process pain emotionally. It is different to say that there is an 
emotional component to pain than to say that pain is processed emotionally. 
Obviously it is processed physically but that doesn't necessarily mean that it 
processed cognitively and felt more deeply. Clearly someone in physical 
pain is feeling a lot - but they probably aren't as emotional as when they are 
having fun or experiencing more pleasurable physical stimulation. 


Subjective Reality 


What is an emotional reality? The physical reality is obvious - that would 
simply be what happens in the world physically - how that affects a persons 
mind is much more complicated, however. 


A single physical reality can influence the different components of 
consciousness - how someone is aware of the different components of 
reality. Those components become a part of the persons mind in various 
ways - with the other major factor being what the persons mind is thinking 
and feeling independently and how that changes based upon the different 
inputs from reality. 


People need to be aware of what the reality is otherwise their minds could 
simply determine how they interpret reality unconsciously - instead of it 
being something more under your control or that you are at least aware of. 


So the question then is - how does someones mind influence the reality in 
their mind - or how does their understanding of reality or how they are 
influenced - influence their own mind? 


Defining Components of Mind 


In order to sort out the task of ‘discovering the mental and physical reality’ 
first the different components of mind and reality need to be defined. 
Components of Reality 


¢ Unconsciousness or the elements of your unconscious that someone 
isn't aware of 

e The feelings and thoughts that someone is aware of 

e More complicated aspects of consciousness such as the ideas their 
reality is making them or leading (‘influencing’) them to think 

e The conclusions people reach based off what they think the reality is - 
not just the 'background' ideas that are ideas that people have that 
influence them significantly that they aren't aware of - such as 
delusions or not-so-delusional delusions 

e That means that there are different levels of ideas that people hold with 
different amounts of influence over their minds - some ideas are more 
delusional and they have different amounts of influence over their 
feelings and other cognitions 

e The rest of physical and emotional processing and how that ties in with 
their higher cognitions - much of the physical stimulus might be 
obvious but it can be emotional or intellectual as well (like how the 
ideas that people hold and think about can be different degrees of 
emotional and cognitive) 


Is Mental Reality Subjective? 


First off - what could be a 'mental reality"? It could mean different things or 
be perceived in different ways. Is the mental reality in peoples minds the 
physical reality that they interpreted from the real world? Or is the mental 
reality subjective and something that their minds created? 


There are different components of the intellectual. There is obvious 
intellectual - some things are more obvious or important intellectually while 
other ideas or understanding is more detailed or less important - or less 
detailed and sort of important, etc. 


Some ideas or understandings are very important - but what are some of 
those understandings? It wouldn't be like the understanding of how to do 


cooking or solve mathematics problems. Perhaps it could be an 
understanding of how to interact with other people or a persons 
understanding of their own emotions. 


Some understandings are going to be more related to consciousness or the 
self. This would incorporate a hierarchy of needs relevant to what is most 
important to someones sense of self or core emotions. It is different from a 
hierarchy of needs for survival - it is a hierarchy of needs for personal 
satisfaction and the attainment of higher consciousness - which is a key 
goal that human development has focused on for millennia. 


So there are different intellectual things that humans can focus on at 
different times. There are different intellectual skills that they can have and 
different understandings of those skills. Once a birdy, twice a wordy, once a 
birdy, twice is there, once a birdy, twice a wordy - once a birdy, twice is 
there. Twice is here, twice is there, twice twice twice, over there. That is an 
intelletual understanding of a rhyme. How could that understanding 
possibly be significant? It doesn't even make any sense - it just sounds 
rhythmical. How could a song influence someone intellectually? It wouldn't 
really matter that much I suppose. Songs can make people feel what the 
emotion is behind what the song is - that is obvious if you look at a song 
and analyze it and think about the feelings that it generates. Songs could 
generate a humorous mood or a sad or happy mood. But are all intellectual 
cognitions like songs? With songs it seems obvious - songs are emotional 
and carry emotion easily - but would a certain conversation or environment 
create emotion in the same obvious manner that a song would? A song 
conveys the emotion of the theme or message of the song (or the rhythm) - 
however other emotions are much more complicated - the question that 
brings up is that perhaps making more complicated emotions makes the 
emotions dulled down because there are so many emotions - it isn't a simple 
emotion like how a song has one simple emotion. 


So, if there are many different emotions and complicated ways of feeling is 
mental reality then subjective and diverse - or concrete and obtuse? 


How is Intellect Processed in the Mind? 


I stated in previous articles that different feelings and thoughts are 
connected in the mind - and that the feeling or thought of one thought can 
influence the feeling or thought of another. 


However, that means that certain ideas or thoughts can have a tangible 
presence and influence the feelings of other ideas and thoughts. They can 
also be grouped into categories - for instance a humans delusional or 
emotional thoughts could be exerting feelings while their logical or non- 
emotional and intellectual thoughts are producing conflicting feelings with 
the more intelligent thoughts at the same time. Such an interaction would be 
an example of cognition interaction with emotion - a humans cognitive or 
more intellectual thoughts could be exerting a certain type of feeling while 
their less intelligent or emotional thoughts could be producing a different 
type of feeling. 


Cognition and emotion are always in balance - just like the left brain is 
theorized to be more logical and right brain is theorized to be more 
emotional and those two brains are always in balance - so tp emotion is 
always in balance with intellect or cognition. 


WHy would a thought balance an emotion? If more intellectual thoughts are 
more conscious - and more emotional thoughts are less conscious - than that 
makes sense because thoughts are single points of information while 
emotions would probably take a longer time to experience than a thought - 
SO Say Someone is experiencing an emotion - they could suddenly stop 
experiencing that emotion and think certain thoughts or even just initiate a 
period of more intellectual thinking which could stop the emotion, assist the 
emotion or hinder the emotion. 


So certain types of thoughts are going to be more emotional and possibly 
assist emotion more than other thoughts that people can think. If the 
thoughts are delusional that might make the person more emotional than 
thoughts that make sense and are logical. There are also ideas and thoughts 
that can be grouped together - if someone thinks something through more 
clearly then maybe they can make the idea or thought structure more 
intellectual and less emotional. If it is more intellectual it could interfere 
more with emotional processes because thinking too much stops emotion or 
feeling. 


It is obvious how thinking or thoughts could interfere with emotions = if 
someone is feeling good about something and they then think - 'T hate that 
thing’ then it could stop the feeling good about the emotion completely. If 
someone continues the good emotion with thoughts that assist the positive 
emotion then the intellect or thoughts would be encouraging the emotion. 
However, if they think too much then they might become less emotional 
about it because they would be interfering the emotional process. 


So someones emotions could be feeling one thing (that would be like a 
thought or group of ideas - but they would being conveyed by the persons 
emotions) and their intellect (which is more conscious) could be thinking 
about or conveying something completely different. The emotional is 
unconscious - so unconsciously someones emotions could be making the 
person feel stupid and telling them that they are emotional and stupid while 
their intellect could be trying to override their emotions and make them 
think clearer. 


The persons emotions could be telling them one idea unconsciously while 
they could be trying to communicate or enforce a different idea to their 
mind consciously. 


Ideas can be cognitive or emotional 


Ideas that people have can be conscious ideas or not conscious ideas - they 
can come from the conscious mind or they can be more unconscious. If they 
are conscious they it is probable that the person thought about them more 
consciously to themselves then an idea that came from their unconscious 
mind. How could a thought even stem from the unconscious anyway? Some 
ideas people simply absorb or learn from their environment and the person 
doesn't necessarily need to think about as consciously. 


If the person doesn't think about the idea as consciously then it could still be 
understood consciously - they just might not be able to verbalize it as 
clearly. That makes sense - it depends on what the ideas and concepts are 
basically. Some ideas could be very conscious while others could be very 
unconscious - that brings up the point of how someone would define a 
‘conscious’ idea versus an 'unconscious' idea or concept. 


Other than the fact that the unconscious concept the person wouldn't be 
described as being as consciously aware of anyway - some concepts a 
person could be aware of in a different way yet could still be described as 
being conscious of. Some concepts don't need that much conscious thinking 
about either - if someone is hungry they don't really need to think that much 
about that in order to understand that they are hungry - their body is 
communicating the information about how hungry they are and they 
become aware of that because they are in touch with their physical senses - 
that is all that is required to be aware of that in that circumstance - a slight 
physical awareness. 


Other things that people might be aware of could require large amounts of 
intellect, however. All animals know when they need to eat and when they 
are hungry - so that isn't a very complicated desire. What about social cues - 
those might be hard for a person to process consciously and could be 
unconscious for a long period of time before they become more absorbed 
consciously. All of a persons emotions could be unconscious to different 
degrees and further thought could influence how much they ‘absorb’ or 
understand those emotions. 


The Scope of Consciousness and the Conceptual 


There are many ways in which the mind represents the world as a whole 
and the individual objects in it. 


I could say that mental states have been determined by the minds 
representations of all internal and external data. 


At any time humans are in some various mental state - i.e. happiness, 
curiosity, anger, excitement, dread, or passiveness. I guess a question could 
be why is it hard to have a mix of some mental states - such as a 
combination of happiness and anger? Some combinations of mental states 
are common and make sense, while others (like being happy and sad at the 
same time) are hard on a person or difficult to acquire. 


That is why concepts and consciousness has a scope and a limit - because 
there are only so many combinations of mental states, and it is hard to 
achieve many of these states. 


Concepts, Perceptions and Beliefs 
How are concepts, beliefs and perceptions related? 


I suppose it depends on which type of each of those is being referred to. For 
instance 'perception' could mean just simple visual perceptions or it could 
mean how the mind perceives emotional or conceptual phenomena. 'Belief' 
could mean beliefs that are independent of stimuli (that you think about at a 
random time) versus beliefs a person forms from current incoming stimuli. 


Conceptual phenomena can vary considerably. There are simple concepts 
like understanding the purposes of objects - those are definitional concepts. 
Other concepts concern human or animal behavior and an understanding of 
how they achieve certain goals. Other concepts are more emotional and 
concern beliefs and motivated goals, or abstract emotional concepts like in 
politics, history or the news (such as human events and affairs). 


I guess the important question to ask then is how do those three ideas - 
conceptual thinking, perceptions and beliefs relate to each other considering 


the differing topics involved. 


For instance, for any perceptual stimuli a concept, belief or abstract 
perception could be formed. 


The Role of Consciousness in the Mind 


What is the role of consciousness in the mind? Consciousness uses the 
functions of cognition and emotion to operate the mind. Cognition is 
basically all of a minds mental abilities related to knowledge and thinking. 
While sensing and feeling physical feelings are the more emotional 
functions of the mind. 


People use their cognitions to understand the world around them. Emotions 
can assist in understanding as well, however they often slow down or 
inhibit cognition (such as when someone is drunk). Here is (Trigg, J and 
Kalish, M): 


In a nontechnical sense, perceiving, remembering, believing, and 
judging are examples of cognition; imagining, idle thinking, 
wondering, and intending are not. In this sense, cognition is what 
happens when someone takes in how things are or becomes cognizant 
of some thing, event, or fact. Conversely, if something is cognized it 
becomes known somehow to someone. To say of someone that his 
cognitive faculties were impaired by drunkenness on some occasion 
would be to say that his capacity to attend to, take in, or get to know 
his surroundings was impaired by drunkenness on that occasion. 


James Sully wrote in a book published in 1892 titled "The Human Mind" 
that there are three different mental functions - knowing, feeling and 
willing: 


By help of such a process of analysis carried out on a variety of 
psychological phenomena psychologists have come to distinguish 
between three radically different mental functions. These, which are 
pretty clearly recognized in our everyday distinctions, are known as 
Feeling, Knowing, and Willing. 

In order to illustrate the difference between these modes of mental 
manifestation, we may select almost any example of a familiar mental 
experience. For instance, I see an apple on a tree. I may be affected by 
the beauty of its colour glowing in the midst of its cool green 
surroundings. Such a mental state of delightful admiration would be 
properly described as a feeling or affective state. Or, again, if I happen 


to be a connoisseur of apples my mind may be stimulated by the site of 
the object to note its peculiar characteristics with a view to 
characterize the particular variety to which it belongs. Such a direction 
of mental activity would come under the head of knowing, cognitive 
process of intellection. And, lastly, if I happen to be hot and thirsty the 
sight of the apple may very likely insight a desire to pluck and eat it 
and prompt the corresponding actions. And in this case what goes on 
in my mind would be a process of willing, volition or conation. 

It can easily be seen that there is no mental process which cannot be 
brought under one or more of these three heads. Whatever state of 
mind we happen to be in, we shall always find that it is fully described 
by help of these three fundamental or primary functions. To be affected 
by some feeling, as wonder, love, or grief, to be following out some 
process of intellectual inquiry, or to be actively engaged in doing 
something or preparing to do something, this seems to exhaust all 
known forms of mental operation. 


What he said about the three states of mind makes sense - of course there is 
more to mental functioning than knowing, willing or intention and feeling 
however those three functions could describe most of the surface functions 
of the mind - that is, what is simply going on not necessarily how the mind 
is doing it. 


Later in the book he talks about concepts - it is important to point out that 
concepts are first simple and then they move to being more complex 
concepts as one thinks more about them. The three stages he talks about are 
abstraction, comparison and generalization: 


The common account of conception here followed, as made up of a 
sequence of three stages, comparison, abstraction and generalization, 
rather describes the ideal form of the process as required by logic than 
the mental process actually carried out. As we saw above, a vague 
analysis or abstraction precedes that methodical comparison of things 
by which the abstraction becomes precise and perfect, that is to say, 
definite points of likeness (or unlikeness) are detected. With respect to 
generalisation, is has already been pointed out that this is to some 
extent involved in abstraction. To see the roundness of the ball is 


vaguely and implicitly to assimilate the ball to other round objects. It is 
to be added that an imperfect grasp of general features as such 
commonly precedes the methodical process here described. The child 
realises in a measure the general function of the name ‘horse’ before he 
carries out a careful comparative analysis of the equine characters. At 
the same time the use of the word ‘generalisation’ is important as 
marking off the clear mental grasp of the class-idea as such, that is, the 
idea of an indeterminate number of objects, known and unknown, 
answering to a certain description. 


That is a simple explanation of concepts, however. Concepts that involve 
the self are more complicated, and concepts also have personal intentions 
involved and associated with them. In this next quote Don Perlis talks about 
intending with expressions and intentions (such as when coining an 
expression and using self-reference). When someone says an expression 
they are intending it to refer to something (its referent), and they also intend 
for the listener to understand that they intend the intending. They also are 
referring to themselves - to their present, past and future activity: 


What is it then, for an agent to "take" one thing to "refer" to another? 
Consider a primitive case: coining an expression, explicitly linking a 
symbol s to a referent r. This would seem to be no more nor less than 
an intention to use s as a stand-in for r in certain contexts. Following 
this trail, we now ask what it is to intend something, and we are 
smack-dab in the middle of both philosophy of language and 
philosophy of mind. And to reinvoke Grice, every utterance is a case 
not merely of intending, but also of intending listeners to understand 
that the utterer intends that intending. Can all this happen in the 
absence of a fairly sophisticated (and quite possibly conscious) 
cognitive engine? Moreover, the natural languages that we use for 
expression of intentions are-as noted-their own metalanguages, 
allowing loopy self-reference made possible by our intentions to so 
refer: We speak of ourselves, not just past or future, but our immediate 
present self and present activity including the activity of noting that 
activity. 

So, once again, does meta have a me? If meta involves reference, and 
if reference involves agency with intentions, including intentional self- 


referring activity, and if that in turn is at least a hint of a self, then yes. 
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The Definitions of Meta-Representation and Meta-Cognition 


Meta-cognition is 'knowing about knowing’. When a person knows what 
strategies their mind is using, or knows what they are thinking or how they 
are thinking - then they are thinking about their own thinking - and that is 
'meta-cognition’. 


Nelson and Narens (1990) proposed a conceptual framework that has been 
adopted by most researchers. According to them, cognitive processes may 
be divided into those that occur at the object level and those that occur at 
the meta-level: The object level includes the basic operations traditionally 
subsumed under the rubric of information processing — encoding, 
rehearsing, retrieving, and so on. The meta-level is assumed to oversee 
object-level operations (monitoring) and return signals to regulate them 
actively in a top-down fashion (control). The object-level, in contrast, has 
no control over the meta-level and no access to it. 


So the object level does the automatic processes that are directed or 
monitored by the conscious mind. For example - text-processing is 
automatic and therefore it is at the object or unconscious level - however 
(obviously) the text is also understood consciously. This is because there is 
a difference between what someone understands unconsciously and what 
someone is understanding consciously. 


Everything the mind does without conscious awareness is by definition 
unconscious. Therefore, most of the mind and its functions are unconscious. 
For instance you may remember many things you don't know about - or 
even understand many things you don't know consciously (but at times that 
knowledge might rise to consciousness). 


Meta-Representations 


If meta-cognition is thinking about thinking, then meta-representation is 
thinking about your representations. 


Strictly speaking a meta-representation is a representation about another 
representation. In this article I use examples of representations and meta- 


representations, but that is subjective. Someone could label any detail as 
being a meta-representation of another detail it represents - it just depends 
what you think is representing what. 


For instance if you say 'my dog is green’ then you could say that is either a 
representation of your dog or a meta-representation since you are thinking 
about the representation of your dog being green. 


Representations are basically something in the world that is represented in 
your mind in some way - Here Sam Scott explains Von Eckardt's definition 
of representations: 


I will use the term “representation” to mean mental representation as 
defined in Von Eckardt's (1999) MITECS entry. Her definition of 
mental representation is (I hope) sufficiently broad and uncontroversial 
to be acceptable to most of the various competing currents in cognitive 
science. According to Von Eckardt, a (mental) representation has four 
important aspects: “(1) it is realized by a representation bearer; (2) it 
has content or represents one or more objects; (3) its representation 
relations are somehow ‘grounded’; (4) it can be interpreted by (will 
serve as a representation for) some interpreter.” (p. 527) Points (1) and 
(4) in the above establish that a (mental) representation requires a 
subject that both bears and can interpret the representation. 


So meta-representation is actually a type of meta-cognition then (unless it is 
about an external representation (I explain more about this later) - it is 
really just a matter of defining the terms) because someone is thinking 
about their own thoughts. You have a representation in mind, and when you 
think more about this representation it becomes a meta-representation. For 
instance, if you think the thought 'I have a dog’ then you have a 
representation of 'having' your dog. If you think 'I am thinking about the 
fact that I have a dog' then you are thinking about your representation of 
your dog, so it is more 'meta' then just having the simple representation of 
your dog. 


That makes it sound confusing, however. It seems like all representations 
are 'meta' because a representation is a representation that a person thinks 
about to themself - and whenever someone has a representation they 


automatically think about it to themselves. Some representations are more 
second-hand, however, and these are more considered to be 'meta' 
representations. 


Hybrid metarepresentations are representations of external objects, like a 
drawing on a piece of paper. Here Sam Scott references Dennett's theory: 


Following Dennett (1998), it stands to reason that if a representation 
exists as an object in the world, then it too can be represented. 
Dennett's examples of metarepresentation tend to be of a hybrid nature. 
For instance a drawing on a piece of paper is a type of non-mental 
representation, which is represented in the mind of the person viewing 
it. The mental representation is of the drawing, but since the drawing is 
itself a representation, the viewer has a (mental) metarepresentation of 
whatever it is that the drawing represents. 


When someone 'believes' something they don't necessarily have to think 
about it - they don't have to say to themselves 'I believe this'. When 
someone does say to themselves 'I believe this' then they are forming a 
meta-representation because they are thinking about some belief they have - 
they are forming a meta-represenation of it. The belief is the representation, 
however when they think about it they become aware of it and form a 
higher - 'meta' representation of it. 


For instance if you think 'I believe I have a dog’ then you are thinking about 
the representation of your dog and your belief of that - so you formed a 
meta-representation of a representation (your dog). 


That example also shows what I said previously - that metarepresentations 
are a type of metacognition. That is because they are thoughts about your 
own thinking (the thinking being representations). Unless it is a 
representation of an external object such as a drawing, in that case you 
aren't really thinking about your own thinking you are thinking about 
something that doesn't necessarily require that much thought or is already 
represented. 


So it seems there could be some confusion with the terms 'metacognition' 
and 'metarepresentation' then. For instance, what exactly is the difference 


between a thought and a representation? When exactly is someone thinking 
about their own thoughts? When exactly is a representation a representation 
of another representation if they are both just individual thoughts in the 
mind by themselves? Could a meta-representation be a thought of another 
thought? 


Whenever someone thinks they could be considered to be forming 
representations and meta-representations (or cognitions and meta- 
cognitions). If you think about it, as a natural part of the thought process 
some representations or thoughts are going to be capable of being thought 
about more or in another way - and those could be the 'meta' cognitions or 
representations about the original thoughts or representations. 


What is the difference between representing beliefs vs other thoughts? 
Is there a difference between belief and thought? Beliefs are more like 
attitudes because they are propositions - hence the term 'propositional 
attitude’ - A propositional attitude is a mental state held by an agent 
toward a proposition. Propositional attitudes are often assumed to be the 
fundamental units of thought and their contents, being propositions, are true 
or false. An agent can have different propositional attitudes toward the same 
proposition (e.g., “S believes that her ice-cream is cold,” and “S fears that 
her ice-cream is cold”). 


So propositional attitudes are different from propositions - what a 
proposition is, is one thing. How we feel about it, or how we regard it, is 
another. We can accept it, assert it, believe it, command it, contest it, 
declare it, deny it, doubt it, enjoin it, exclaim it, expect it. Different attitudes 
toward propositions are called propositional attitudes, and they are also 
discussed under the headings of intentionality and linguistic modality. 


So when assertion differs from belief is a topic of concern. For example, we 
frequently find ourselves faced with the question of whether or not a 
person's assertions conform to his or her beliefs. Discrepancies here can 
occur for many reasons, but when the departure of assertion from belief is 
intentional, we usually call that a lie. 


So any proposition is a thought, and any thought could be considered to be 
a proposition. What role does attitude or beliefs play? If you believe 


something, then it is likely you have an attitude about it. That is probably 
why you came up with the proposition in the first place - because you had 
an attitude or desire to think or do something. So all propositions really 
have attitudes attached, but thoughts that aren't propositions don't 
necessarily have. 


So what is the difference between a representation that is of an object in the 
world, an internal representation, a belief or other thoughts? Here Sam Scott 
references Dennett: 


In Dennett's Making Tools for Thinking (Dennett, 1998), he invites us 
to speculate along with him on the difference between what he terms 
“florid” and “pastel” representations. Florid representations are those 
that become explicit as objects in the world, by being encoded in 
language or some other physical medium (drawings on paper, for 
instance.) He notes that the capacity to form florid representations 
seems to imply the ability to manipulate the representations 
themselves, which leads him to raise the slogan “no florid 
representation without metarepresentation.” He further speculates that 
“belief about belief” may not be the same thing at all as “thinking 
about thinking” — that is, having the ability to self-consciously reflect, 
compare notes with other thinkers, and so on. 


I would say there is a big difference between thinking thoughts that are 
emotional and have attitudes attached, between representing things that are 
emotional, and between representing and thinking things that don't have 
much to do with beliefs or emotion. 


Bibliography 

Nelson, T. O., + Narens, L. (1990). Metamemory: A theoretical framework 
and new findings. In G. Bower (Ed.), The Psychology of Learning and 
Motivation: Advances in Research and Theory (pp. 125-173). New York: 
Academic Press. 


Scott, Sam. Metarepresentation in Philosophy and Psychology. Retrieved 
from http://conferences.inf.ed.ac.uk/cogsci2001/pdf-files/0910.pdf 12/24/14 


The Nature of Consciousness - Perceptual, Representational or First Order - 
or are People as Confused as their Definitions of Conscious States? 


There are many different definitions and words describing consciousness 
and conscious states such as phenomenological consciousness (which is 
basically the experience of conscious objects or states). There are other 
terms that define consciousness as being merely first order or not 
representational or higher order and only being representational. By 
‘representational’ I mean that an object or experience is only conscious 
when someone has a higher order perception, thought or representation 
about it in ones mind. 


Maybe consciousness isn't really like anything anyway. If you think about it 
- if it can be argued that lesser animals like dogs and cats can be conscious - 
then what makes a human a human isn't really that big of a deal. 


Lesser animals think and feel. They don't have a large vocabulary, but I 
might postulate that they feel colors and objects in a similar fashion as 
humans do. What makes a humans capacity for thought such a greater 
achievement? 


Explaining Consciousness 


Materialism suggests that consciousness is the result of material interactions 
- which is obviously true, however there is a quality of consciousness that is 
surreal and could be described as being above the material. 


I mean, people know what it is like to experience events. Certain things 
might be done to make the emotions involved more or less salient however, 
and that could be complex to achieve. 


There is a difference between the real world and how ones mind represents 
the world to itself. This concept is called intentionality (not to be confused 
with the word 'intention') which is like the word intention, only so far as it 

implies that a mind has an intent to capture the essence of something in the 
world. It is defined by the Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy as "the 


power of minds to be about, to represent, or to stand for, things, properties 
and states of affairs"[footnote]. 
http://seop.illc.uva.nl/entries/intentionality/ Retrieved 12/16/2014. 


The question that then follows after hearing the definition of intentionality 
is - what if someone misrepresents the world? That doesn't really make 
much sense; however. The way your mind 'biases' or 'represents' the world 
is by definition how you are perceiving it. Over time you can perceive the 
world differently, and then it could cause different emotions in you. 
Because the color red doesn't necessarily have a strict bio-neurological 
reaction, it is dependent on your emotional and intellectual perception of 
the world. 


What are the factors of perception, then, of perception and representation in 
conscious experience - and can someone ‘misrepresent’ the world? Here is 
Robert Brandom: 


For what an organism is doing to be intelligible is representing, there 
must be room also for misrepresenting, for representation that is 
incorrect. One of the hallmarks of the normativity of intentionality is 
that what one commits oneself to in applying a concept outruns in 
principle what one takes oneself to be committed to. The norm of 
correctness one thereby binds oneself by goes beyond both the 
dispositions of those understaking those commitments and what they 
consciously envisage themselves as committing themselves to thereby. 
Because it does, a question arises about how to understand the features 
of the intentional state or meaningful utterance that settle which 
determinate conceptual norm one is bound by - exactly which 
standards for the assessment of correctness or success one has 
implicitly put in play - by being in that state or producing that 
utterance. If what one is committed to is not settled by what one 
consciously envisages (because one never so envisages enough), nor 
by what one is disposed to accept as such (because one can be wrong), 
how is it settled? 


He brings up a couple of points in this passage. If someone is 
misrepresenting the world, how would that change what the feelings are vs 
if they represented it accurately? What does that mean anyway - to 


misrepresent the world? It isn't like people can expect how exactly 
something is going to or supposed to feel, or understand completely how 
something feels. It seems there is a conscious filter of sorts that is conscious 
in the sense that it is unique to humans because humans have such a 
developed sense of emotion and breadth of feeling, but is unconscious in 
the sense that it is how their mind naturally functions (how it interprets and 
feels emotions, thoughts, experiences etc). 


Phenomenal or 'Experience" Consciousness vs Functional 
Consciousness 

What if someone only had phenomenological experiences without 
consciousness? Ned Block distinguishes between what he calls 'access' 
consciousness and ‘phenomenal’ consciousness. He states that A- 
consciousness is representational and has direct control of thought and 
action (A-consciousness is the functional aspect of mind while P- 
consciousness is the experiential aspect). If A=P then information 
processing theories are right and the mind can be made that way. If, 
however, a humans realizations matter then there is a more subjective 
element and experience cannot be described or programmed. Something 
with only A-consciousness would be a zombie or robot - since it would be 
functioning like a human but it would have no experience or sensation of 
experiences. 


That makes sense, if someone only had feelings and had no rationality 
(similar to an animal) then it would only be phenomenally aware. If 
someone had direct control over their consciousness, and didn't experience 
things very much then it would be easy to create a machine that duplicated 
that behavior since machines don't feel. Searle, 1990 mentions Blocks 
theory of access consciousness and criticizes it for confusing levels of 
attention and consciousness: 


There are lots of different degrees of consciousness, but door-knobs, 
bits of chalk, and shingles are not conscious at all... These points, it 
seems to me, are misunderstood by Block. He refers to what he calls 
an "access sense of consciousness." On my account there is no such 
sense. I believe that he .. [confuses] what I would call peripheral 
consciousness or inattentiveness with total unconsciousness. It is time, 


for example, that when I am driving my car "on automatic pilot" I am 
not paying much attention to the details of the road and the traffic. But 
it is simply not true that I am totally unconscious of these phenomena. 
If I were, there would be a car crash. We need therefore to make a 
distinction between the center of my attention, the focus of my 
consciousness on the one hand, and the periphery on the other ... There 
are lots of phenomena right now of which I am peripherally conscious, 
for example the feel of the shirt on my neck, the touch of the computer 
keys at my finger-tips, and so on. But as I use the notion, none of these 
is unconscious in the sense in which the secretion of enzymes in my 
stomach in unconscious. 


It makes sense that there are lots of degrees of consciousness - that is fairly 
obvious actually. What makes it more complicated is to find out what 
exactly is going on - i.e. how emotionally focused are you on one thing, 
how much of the focus is intellectual, how much of it is planned or intended 
vs automatic. 


I mean if you are unconsciously focused on something then is it more 
emotional since the unconscious is more animal-like? How much does it 
matter if it easy to process or is high in information? Those concepts relate 
to system 1 and system 2 dual process theories and how those theories 
relate to consciousness vs. unconsciousness (which I talk about in another 
article m51859). 


The unconscious mind gives largely the experience or feeling of life 
because when you think you can only focus on a little compared to how 
much you can focus on unconsciously - of course you can't really 'focus' on 
something unconsciously because by definition it is unconscious - so you 
could be doing more automated activities related to it but not really focus 
on it clearly like when you consciously focus on something. 


So in my view theories of consciousness can be described by how 
conscious or unconscious various aspects of them are. This includes 
functions of the mind and how the mind experiences life - both are either 
conscious or unconscious, or some combination of both. 


The mind is often described as an iceberg with only a small portion on the 
surface. The surface part is what people are conscious of, and beneath the 
water lies the unconscious. The important question then is what does an 
unconscious experience feel like? Dreams are entirely unconscious because 
you are sleeping - but what aspects of experience and functioning are 
unconscious when a person is awake? 


All automatic mental processes are unconscious - all non-automatic ones 
that need conscious thought are conscious, though they may have 
unconscious aspects of experience. So a conscious thought can guide an 
unconscious experience. How do you define if a feeling is conscious or not, 
however? Feelings are a large part of experience, and the conscious mind 
can guide them, trigger them or inhibit them. 


Conscious vs. Unconscious "Consciousness" 

So there is a big difference between the unconscious and the conscious 
mind. This difference is outlined with system 1 and system 2 dual process 
theories. It seems like the unconscious mind is more emotional and animal- 
like, while the conscious mind is more logical and human. 


The function of the unconscious is regulate physical activity, and give your 
mind the feelings related to this physical action. People aren't ever 
completely using their conscious mind since there are always automatic 
processes occurring. Those could be considered to be being done 
unconsciously. 


Feelings and thoughts are the primary things that are either conscious or 
unconscious - but all a minds processes are conscious or unconscious to 
different degrees. 


In another article I talk about what processes are conscious or unconscious 
in any environment m51883. People can be aware of the world physically 
or mentally, and this difference also relates to the different mental processes 
(which each could be considered to be conscious or unconscious, physical 
or mental). 


Physical vs. Mental Consciousness 


What is the difference between a type of 'physical'’ consciousness and a sort 
of 'mental' consciousness? Is it strictly the difference between being 
physically aware of your body - or experiencing thoughts or other 
cognitions that don't pull up a physical feeling? Are some thoughts more 
‘physical’ than other thoughts? Here is (Davidson, Donald): 


On the proposed test of the mental, the distinguishing feature of the 
mental is not that it is private, subjective, or immaterial, but that it 
exhibits what Brentano called intentionality. Thus intentional actions 
are Clearly included in the realm of the mental along with thoughts 
hopes and regret (or the events tied to these). What may seem doubtful 
is whether the criterion will include events that have often been 
considered paradigmatic of the mental. Is it obvious, for example, that 
feeling a pain or seeing an afterimage will count as mental? Sentences 
that report such events seem free from taint of nonextensionality, and 
the same should be true of reports of raw feels, sense data, and other 
uninterpreted sensations, if there are any. 


I guess there are some sensations people ‘interpret’ to themselves and thus 
think more about the physical. However, all thinking could be considered to 
be physical since sensations are the minds inputs and all thought is visual to 
some degree. Maybe it is a constant mental balance, where a sensation 
triggers or balances a thought that is free of the physical and makes it more 
physical or emotional. 


It could be that physical sensations are much more emotional than thoughts 
that are tied to mental representations (vs thoughts that are tied to physical 
feelings). However, which thought would be tied to a physical feeling vs a 
thought tied to a mental idea or concept? Or is there some sort of mix? 
People can internalize things and that is perhaps thinking more mentally 
and not physically = how could someone internalize a physical feeling? 
That doesn't seem to make sense - a person could experience a physical 
feeling, but the deep aspects of mental reflection seem more cognitive and 
not necessarily tied to the physical (if it is even possible for a thought to be 
entirely physical (even though it is a thought of a sensation, which is 
physical)). 


The Nature of Consciousness 


What are the roles of the different mental processes in the nature of 
consciousness? 


What is the role of vision in thinking? If vision is a large part of thought 
processes, how does that change the nature of how an experience feels? 


Judgements require concepts, however visual representations don't 
necessarily use concepts - you could just represent something in the world 
to yourself without thinking about it - so they don't require concepts but 
they probably use them in most cases. That is - most visual representations 
require thought, which means that they would require concepts. I would 
think that when concepts are used would be when an attitude is triggered - 
then you might start thinking about how you feel towards certain concepts. 
How does an image get conceptualized? Fodor asks that question here but 
doesn't offer an explanation (Fodor, 2007): 


Judgement requires conceptualization even if (as I suppose) 
representation doesn't; and, of course, there's no conceptualization 
without concepts. The question how (for example, by what 
computational process) iconic representations might get 
conceptualized is, of course, very hard and the answer is unknown for 
practically any of the interesting cases. On the way of looking at things 
of which I've been trying to convince you, that is a large part of what 
the psychology of perception is about. 


Phenomenal states are perceptual - their vehicles belong to one of the 5 
senses. So when you experience something, it is physical and sensory in 
nature. However, a mental image is inside your head and that is different 
from physically seeing something. In this quote (Prinz, 2007) says that 
"perceptual formats may have a kind of content that is not representational" 
that means that "conscious states comprise mental representations, but 
notice that it does not entail representationalism": 


I will define a perceptually conscious mental state as a mental state 
that is couched in a perceptual format. A perceptual format is a 
representational system that is proprietary to a sense modality. To say 


that phenomenal states are conceptual is to say that their 
representational vehicles always belong to one of the senses: touch, 
vision, audition, olfaction, and so on. This assumes that conscious 
states comprise mental representations, but notice that it does not entail 
representationalism, the thesis that every difference in phenomenal 
qualities is a difference in representational content. Perceptual formats 
may have a kind of content that is not representational, such that two 
perceptual representations can represent the same thing even though 
they are phenomenally distinct. With Peacocke (1983) I suspect that 
this is right. For example, I think we can phenomenally represent the 
feature of being located to the left of us, by vision, audition, touch, and 
probably smell. There is very good evidence that there are multiple 
modality-specific spatial maps in the brain (e.g., Gross and Graziano, 
1995), and these may underwrite distinct phenomenal qualities even if 
they sometimes represent the same spatial features. So, in my 
definition on perceptual consciousness, I am committing only to the 
thesis that perceptually conscious states comprise mental entities that 
are in the business of representing. This definition would need to be 
amended only if we discovered that perceptual format includes 
components that are not representational in nature. It is sometimes 
suggested that there are words in languages that don't serve a 
referential function. Some expletives, particles, and logical operators 
may fall into this category. Perhaps perceptual symbol systems contain 
such things as well, and perhaps these things can contribute to the 
phenomenal quality of an experience. I am willing to accept that 
possibility. The key point about perceptual consciousness is the claim 
that perceptually conscious states have a perceptual format. 


What does he mean in the final line of the passage - "perceptually conscious 
states have a perceptual format". That is being a little redundant - I mean, if 
the input from the world is perceptual then it makes sense that it is going to 
be perceptual in your mind. How the mind interprets, biases, thinks about, 
changes etc sensory inputs is an interesting question. Also does the mind 
convert sensory inputs into conceptual ideas? How does the vision of 
something outside the mind change when you think about that same vision 
independent of the stimulus? Does the mind use the same representations 


for different stimuli? - How are representations categorized, identified, 
utilized and felt by the mind? 


Categorizing Functions of the Mind 
The mind has many functions, and thinking takes many forms. 


The mind thinks with words, visions and feelings. Any combination of 
those things could be used in thinking. 


Some feelings the mind thinks with are strong feelings, and these probably 
communicate more information to the person. In fact, unconsciously there 
could be many strong feelings that are felt to some degree that are also 
informative. 


So I would think that simply a simple sequence of feelings is what lies 
behind how the mind thinks - and each feeling could trigger thoughts, 
visions or other associated feelings. 


So an example of this would be - ‘feeling of friend' followed by ‘image of 
friend' followed by the words 'my friend is coming to visit’. 


How are stimuli expressed in the mind? 

How are external stimuli expressed in the mind? Thoughts, feelings and 
words are all used to express ideas and feelings for internal thinking. How 
then does internal thinking differ from thinking that is the result of sensory 
inputs? Is a visual input broken down into categories and each of those 
categories expressed differently in the mind? 


So if someone sees a white dog they can categorize it at least two ways - 'an 
object the color white’ and 'a dog’. Each of those properties of the dog might 
trigger a category in the mind. 


How is that different than when you just think of a white dog to yourself, 
however? Are the same mental nodes triggered or does it have a different 
mental reaction? 


The difference between real world stimulation and internal thinking could 
be compared to hearing someone speak versus thinking or reading the same 
material. How the persons mind responds differently might be explained by 
how their brain processes external vs internal stimuli. 


Recalling Experience 
Thinking must be more complicated than a series of thoughts, words and 
visualizations that are either internal or external, however. 


When an experience is recalled those things might be brought up - but each 
experience has a different character and that could bring up or trigger a 
different reaction entirely (that might be separate from the individual 
stimuli related to the experience). 


Of course the stimuli in the experience help make that experience feel like 
what it feels like - however there are more complicated things occurring. 
For instance if three visions come from the experience maybe your mind 
would generate another vision that would be an internal representation of 
those three images from the experience. 


Sensory inputs and internal outputs all are going to combine to form an 
experience, and the physical inputs might be recalled at various times to 
assist internal thinking. 


Mental Reality and Physical Reality 
That means that there is a mental reality and a physical reality. Each has 
inputs and outputs from the mind. 


My guess would be that each input or output has a ‘experiential’ quality and 
a cognitive quality. The cognitive quality would be how the factor is 
understood by your thinking and the experiential quality would be how the 
factor is understood by your feelings. 


So experiences are understood by the mind more unconsciously and 
understood with feelings, while more temporary inputs from sensory 
stimulation are felt and understood by a persons thoughts. 


Feelings are unconscious - so that is why the complicated aspects of the 
physical and mental world are going to be experienced and understood there 
(unconsciously). 


Cognition and thought is more simple, so more temporary processes are 
going to be cognitive such as images and words - however the experience of 
an event and its experiential qualities are going to felt and processed 
unconsciously. 
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Consciousness, Emotion and Cognition - How the Mind Works: An 
Overview from different Approaches 


How does the mind think? Attention and feeling are two processes that play 
a role with any thought a person may have. A feeling could encourage or 
inhibit a thought or an attentional process (or both). There are many 
questions to ponder about thoughts, feelings and how they work in the 
mind. - For instance, how does the content of the thought influence the 
experience of the thought? If you think a happy thought does that always 
bring up a happy feeling, or does it bring up a negative one? Does it make 
you think faster or slower? How does it change your experience of time and 
emotion? Finally, if a thought is harder or easier to understand, how does 
that change the nature and experience of the thought (or thought process)? 


Executive functioning is by definition how the mind manages its own 
cognitive processes. Executive functions (also known as cognitive control 
and supervisory attentional system) is an umbrella term for the management 
(regulation, control) of cognitive processes[footnote], including working 
memory, reasoning, task flexibility, and problem solving[ footnote] as well 
as planning and execution.[footnote | 

Elliott R (2003). Executive functions and their disorders. British Medical 
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Is Attention Necessary for Consciousness? 

This question is related to executive functioning because you could say that 
a humans mind pays attention to all of its cognitive processes, and that this 
attention is part of the same attention capacity that a human notices it has. 
People can notice what they are looking at, if they are focused on their 
emotions or thoughts, or what they are doing and if they are paying 
attention to that. 


The type of attention people have that they aren't aware of is the more 
scientific cognitive abilities their mind has that it is doing while they are 
doing something they can notice themselves. For instance if your mind is 
inhibiting a feeling you might not notice that, or if you are pulling up 
information or experiences from memory you might not notice that either. 


A more complex cognitive ability that uses attentional resources is thinking. 
You might be using words consciously or unconsciously to think about 
something. You might also be using experiences or memories or visions (all 
consciously or unconsciously) to think about something. People use a term 
psychologists and cognitive scientists termed 'schema' to help think 
(schema are sort of the ‘already learned’ aspect of thinking): 

Schema 


e In psychology and cognitive science, a schema (plural schemata or 
schemas) describes an organized pattern of thought or behavior that 
organizes categories of information and the relationships among them. 
[footnote] It can also be described as a mental structure of 
preconceived ideas, a framework representing some aspect of the 
world, or a system of organizing and perceiving new information. 
[footnote] Schemata influence attention and the absorption of new 
knowledge: people are more likely to notice things that fit into their 
schema, while re-interpreting contradictions to the schema as 
exceptions or distorting them to fit. Schemata have a tendency to 
remain unchanged, even in the face of contradictory information. 
Schemata can help in understanding the world and the rapidly 
changing environment. People can organize new perceptions into 
schemata quickly as most situations do not require complex thought 
when using schema, since automatic thought is all that is required. 
[footnote] 
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e People use schemata to organize current knowledge and provide a 
framework for future understanding. Examples of schemata include 
academic rubrics, social schemas, stereotypes, social roles, scripts, 
worldviews, and archetypes. In Piaget's theory of development, 
children construct a series of schemata to understand the world. 

e Through the use of schemata, a heuristic technique to encode and 
retrieve memories, the majority of typical situations do not require 
much strenuous processing. People can quickly organize new 
perceptions into schemata and act without effort.[ footnote] 
Kleider, H. M., Pezdek, K., Goldinger, S. D., + Kirk, A. (2008). 
Schema-driven source misattribution errors: Remembering the 
expected from a witnessed event. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 
22(1), 1-20. doi:10.1002/acp.1361 


So basically people use preconceived notions of the world (termed 
‘schema’) to help themselves think. It makes sense that it is easier to think if 
you have the experience or thought (or some of the experience or thought) 
already thought out. 


Implicit Processesing and Attention 

Dual process theories often have a controlled (or explicit) process and an 
automatic (or unconscious, implicit process). Here is Jan De Houwer and 
Agnes Moors (Houwer, Moors): 


We propose implicit processes are processes that possess features of 
automaticity. Because different automaticity features do not 
necessarily co-occur, we recommend specifying the automaticity 
features one has in mind when using the term implicit. 

The starting point of our analysis is the postulate that the meaning of 
the term implicit is identical to the meaning of the term automatic. 

For instance, all automatic processes are assumed to be unintentional, 
uncontrolled, unconscious, efficient, and fast whereas all non- 
automatic processes are assumed to be intentional, controlled, 
conscious, inefficient, and slow. According to this view, it is relatively 
easy to diagnose a process as automatic. It suffices to demonstrate that 


the process possesses one of the automaticity features. If it has one of 
the features, it can be assumed to have all other automaticity feature 
and thus to be fully automatic. 

It became clear, however, that the different automaticity features do 
not always cooccur. Evidence from Stroop studies, for instance, 
suggests that the processing of word meaning is automatic in that it 
does not depend on the intention to process the meaning of the word. 
At the same time, word processing is non-automatic in that it depends 
on the allocation of attention to the word 


Rainer Banse and Roland Imhoff outline some social cognitive dual process 
theories: 


Unlike the psychoanalytic notion of the unconscious as a powerful 
monitoring system that strategically decides whether pieces of 
information are allowed to become conscious or not, contemporary 
social cognition theories rather assume that implicit content can 
operate outside of awareness because it is automatically activated. 
Contemporary dual-process theories postulate two distinct information 
processing systems. For example, the Reflective- Impulsive Model of 
social behavior by Strack and Deutsch (2004) distinguishes a reflective 
and an impulsive system of information processing. The reflective 
system is based on propositional knowledge representations (i.e., 
information in the form of declarative sentences that are either true or 
false) and can perform complex, logical operations. This system is 
flexible and powerful, but it requires cognitive resources and 
allocation of attention. The impulsive system is based on an 
associative network and operates by the principle of spreading 
activation. Unlike the reflective system the impulsive system operates 
in an automatic fashion and does not require cognitive resources or the 
allocation of attention.However, the fact that automatic or implicit 
processes do not require attention does not imply that the content or 
outcome of implicit processes are ipso facto unconscious. 


They mention that the impulsive system (which would be the unconscious) 
"operates in an automatic fashion and does not require cognitive resources 
or the allocation of attention". However, if your mind is doing something 


then in a way you are giving it attention. It really depends on how you 
define attention. They say it doesn't require cognitive resources or the 
allocation of attention because they mean conscious attention that people 
notice. And by ‘cognitive resources’ they mean conscious cognitive 
resources, which are more limited than unconscious resources. 


Unconscious resources are more limited than cognitive resources because 
when you think consciously it requires more effort then if you just do 
something unconsciously. To make a process conscious you have to think 
about it more consciously and deliberately to yourself. If your mind is doing 
something by itself and it comes easily and naturally then you don't have to 
think about it as much and it is then more automatic, faster, and requires 
less resources. - However, that doesn't mean that you aren't paying attention 
to it. In experiences where basketball players get a ‘hot hand' and 
experience what is termed 'flow' in psychology, then they are operating 
more unconsciously because the unconscious is more efficient than 
conscious processes. They can ignore things bothering them or disrupting a 
high performance better. 


So when they say ‘the impulsive system operates in an automatic fashion 
and does not require cognitive resources or the allocation of attention’ they 
really mean it just doesn't require as much, if you think about how such 
processes would play out in reality - then they clearly use cognitive 
resources and the allocation of attention - the impulsive system never acts 
alone, conscious effort is always involved with any action, just not as much 
or maybe only a little when the impulsive or unconscious system is 
engaged. 


So if a human mind is using explicit and implicit processes (by that I mean 
conscious and unconscious processes) how much attention is the person 
giving the process, and are they consciously or unconsciously directing it 
(in other words, how 'meta' or how much are they consciously thinking 
about their unconscious and conscious cognitive processes)? Here is Sun 
and Matthews on metacognition and dual-process theories: 


Thus, combining these two points of view, we may argue that both 
implicit and explicit cognitive processes are involved in 
metacognition. Reder (1987) took a view similar to this, in that she 


posited that a two-stage process was involved in judgment that 
invoked implicit similarity-based processes first and then a more 
explicit, deliberative, and analytical process that examines individual 
dimensions of stimuli. Narens et al (1996) also appeared to indicate 
that metacognitive judgments (such as feeling of knowing) might be 
the result of both explicit and implicit processes, because such 
judgments are equally predictive of explicit and implicit memory. 
Norman and Shallice's (1986) view is more akin to our view here. 
They posited the coexistence of two kinds of processes: (1) fast, 
automatic processes, which are triggered by stimuli and are inflexible; 
(2) slow, conscious processes, which are independent of stimuli and 
are flexible. The former is used in skilled performance, while the latter 
deals mostly with novel situations. In the former, different schemata 
can be triggered by stimuli and, through lateral inhibition, compete to 
be activated (which is termed "contention scheduling" by Norman and 
Shallice). In novel (nonroutine) situations, however, a supervisory 
attentional system decides on schemata selection and overrides 
automatic processes and their contention scheduling. Shallice and 
Burgess (1991) divided supervisory processes into four cate- gories: 
(1) plan formulation and modification, (2) marker creation and 
triggering, (3) goal articulation, and (4) memory organization. (These 
aspects are encompassed by our model.) 

Note that our view of top-down influences here is opposed to the view 
of Reder and Schunn (1996), which believes that metacognitive 
strategy selection cannot be taught explicitly. Our emphasis of bottom- 
up influences is also contrary to the view that metacognitive activities 
are necessarily implicit. Our view is that metacognitive processes are 
implicit in a variety of circumstances: such as during initial learning of 
such skills through trial and error, when such processes are well 
practiced (so that no explicit deliberation is necessary), or when 
cognitive load is high (so that explicit metacognitive processes may 
interfere with regular processes and degrade performance). In other 
circumstances, they may become explicit. 


The last three quotes about dual-process theories explained that there are 
unconscious processes that are not controlled - when first learning a skill or 
a material, conscious direction and metacognitive processes are more 


necessary, however as it becomes more automatic it becomes more 
unconscious. 


But what does it mean when they say that 'metacognitive processes are are 
implicit in a variety or circumstances’? What does that mean exactly? I 
would say that thinking directly about something too much interferes with 
processing - it is clearly easier and more efficient to do something more 
unconsciously. However, you aren't necessarily learning as much or you 
might not understand what is going on as much if you are doing something 
unconsciously. 


How the Mind Works 


Through a discussion of schema and dual-process theories I introduced a 
little of how the mind thinks. The mind conceives notions of the world and 
stores these notions or ideas in their mind as schema. The mind also works 
consciously and unconsciously - from the ideas of dual process theories 
‘system 1' is the unconscious; which is low effort, large capacity, rapid, 
automatic, non-verbal and non-logical while 'system 2' - basically the 
conscious mind - is the opposite. 


I guess the question is when exactly is system 1 and system 2 engaged? Are 
some thoughts strictly 'unconscious' while other thoughts strictly 'conscious' 
- or can a thought have unconscious components? Similarly, can a 
performance or action have conscious and unconscious aspects? 


Whenever a behavior is more automatic it is then more learned and 
unconscious because you don't have to think about it as much as when you 
learned it or are thinking about it in a new way or something. I already 
mentioned how this is similar to understanding what in psychology is 
termed 'flow' or in sports is simply termed being in the 'zone'. Conscious 
thinking and feeling can be difficult or easy - it is probably easier when you 
are using unconscious processes and influences because then the thinking or 
feeling is more automatic. 


How the Mind Thinks 


People automatically use metaphors and analogies to compare and contrast 
ideas and information in their mind. Obviously visions or images are going 
to be used to help describe some of the concepts that are being compared. A 
concept might not need a vision; however, if it doesn't have a simple vision 
tied to it. For instance if you think of a person then the vision of a person 
might be connected; however your description of that persons personality - 
if they a nice or mean, smart of stupid - wouldn't have a simple vision tied 
to it because you are describing behavior. You might pull up various visions 
of them being nice or stupid in order to reinforce the concepts - however 
they are probably less tied to vision than concepts that are more simply 
visual. 


Humans minds use schema to store complex sets of information or ideas. In 
this way understanding of the world can build and change when your 
current ideas and concepts are challenged by new information. Schema are 
not likely to change easily, however, as people are biased and more likely to 
notice things that fit into their currently held ones. 


My guess would be that some schema are more unconscious and some are 
more accessible to consciousness - probably depending on what you were 
doing recently and if it related to some of the schema you hold. In this way 
your thinking can be influenced by the ideas that you learned and formed in 
your mind into schema. 


Your unconscious mind holds many preconceived notions (‘schema’) and 
uses metaphors and analogies and visions all of the time. Depending on the 
circumstance different aspects of the world are going to be more accessible 
to consciousness. In this way the unconscious mind and conscious mind 
work together to help guide thoughts and feelings - depending on how 
unconscious a thought or feeling is helps to determine if it is logical, verbal, 
or easy to process (all of those are aspects of 'system 1' or the unconscious) 
or not. 
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What is Reasoning Ability? - A Subjective Article Relevant to the study of 
Cognition and Emotion 


Is reasoning ability emotional intelligence, or is it mathematical 
intelligence? The general answer to what is reasoning ability would just be 
to say ‘problem solving skills’ or ‘analytical ability’ or ‘deductive and 
inductive reasoning’, however how much is that really saying about what 
analysis is or what reasoning really is? 


There are an endless different types of intellect. For each topic, category, 
job, etc in life there is a different type of intellect or way of analyzing the 
material for that subject. Is there a generic 'reasoning' ability that applies to 
all of these categories or does one need to be defined? 


Intelligence is very subjective, so it is hard to define emotional intelligence. 
However, I personally have found useful various tools that help my 
thinking: 


¢ Categorize the information and make lists outlining the significant 
phenomena. 

e That means that if you are thinking about something emotional, what 
the significant phenomena are is going to be subjective, it might be 
useful to make two lists, a list with the significant subjective factors 
and a list with the significant objective factors. 

e Then you can analyze the information and say, ‘well that is pretty 
subjective, I don’t know if that is true, however if I consider this and 
that objective factors I realize that this and that subjective factors are 
more like x’. 


How could someone figure out how subjective vs. objective something is? 
Facts are theoretically objective if it is a concrete fact that isn't, well, 
subjective. That is what subjective means by definition - something that is 
subject to opinion. 


So therapy is subjective. When a psychologist assesses that someone has a 
problem, that is subjective. How is someone supposed to know if they are 
overly emotional in a certain way. Bipolar is a mental condition. If someone 
is bipolar they experience emotional swings from extremely happy to 


extremely sad. Does that mean that subjectivity is just about someones 
ability to measure emotion? 


When someone says, 'this soda tastes good' you are measuring how much 
emotion drinking the soda causes you. That shows that a lot of the things 
that people say are subjective. 


So subjectivity and objectivity relate to how the mind works, and the study 
of cognition and emotion. When people think things that are opinions of 
emotional states, or opinions of how much emotion something causes them, 
they are changing their thinking and possibly making their thinking 
emotional. 


Why would it matter if a thought or just the words someone used was 
emotional or not? 


Are the words people choose the primary factor behind what cognition is? 


People have beliefs, attitudes, personality dispositions, goals, drives etc that 
all don't have to be thought about with words necessarily. Someones 
attitudes (along with the other unconscious processes mentioned) are going 
to determine what they think to a certain extent. If you have a strong 
unconscious attitude towards a certain type of person, this might influence 
what you say when you meet that person, for example. 


So when someone thinks about facts, these might influence their attitudes 
and other subjective unconscious beliefs more or less so than when 
someone thinks about subjective information. 


How does Cognition Influence Emotion? 


Some mental factors (processes) are the link between cognition and 
emotion - such as basic imagery (body images), thoughts, and other 
cognitive associations and structures. 


How exactly does the mind 'think' however? I could say that it uses images 
to think, and that these images are mostly unconscious. That would be 
similar to having a dream, in a dream simple images represent larger 
psychological ideas and life experiences. The images your mind uses to 
think are probably basic, similar to how a computer works with simple 
switches at the most simple level. The most basic and important mental 
images are used to represent more significant psychological 'code' or life 
experiences (like body images - since social interaction is important 
humans would be broken down in the mind into simple visualizations). 


So I think that the mind basically thinks by breaking down the 
psychological factors of life into more simple images. If you have an 
interaction with someone, then that interaction is broken down into more 
simple body-images and other images that represent what occurred in the 
interaction. These images are probably unconscious, you would not notice 
in what order your mind is going through them or what they are exactly. 


This means that your minds cognitions (such as images and thoughts) are 
going to influence your emotions. The real world is broken down into 
thoughts and visualizations (or psychological 'symbols') in your mind, and 
these mental processes influence your emotions. 


Introduction (Part 2) 


There are two major types of emotional experience - one is the obvious one 
which people experience daily and that is the major emotions they are 
experiencing as a result of their activities. The other type of emotional 
experience is one that is driven by deep unconscious factors, and it relates 
to your strong inner motivations, hopes, fears, expectations for the future, 
and how you perceive reality. 


If you think about it, this makes sense. Emotion is generated by obvious 
factors - such as person A causes an emotional reaction in person B - and 
less obvious factors - such as person A has a strong inner desire to save 
lives, so when they see things that remind them of this, strong emotions are 
invoked. Emotions that are generated by strong, possibly hidden inner 
desires are much less obvious than emotions that are the direct result of 
experiences. 


It is hard to measure emotion in both cases though. You can guess that if 
someone is doing a fun activity they are going to experience the emotion of 
‘fun' or other ‘happy’ emotions, but guessing what someones inner desires 
and motivations are is probably going to be much more 


This relates to important concepts that influence how you perceive life, and 
how your emotions are generated. If you think about it, it makes sense that 
there are going to be emotional reasons you do things that you aren't aware 
of the motivation for all of the time. One of these important factors is a 
concept called "consciousness" - something could feel differently to you 
simply because you became more aware of it. The thing is new or different 
now. This concept of consciousness applies to all emotional things, you can 
become more conscious of one thing or feeling, or more conscious of 
yourself as a person as a whole. 


I would say that how someone is processing their emotions changes how 
time feels, - their perception of time. If you are more conscious of certain 
emotions or just more conscious in general it could make any activity more 
difficult because you have to work to attain that consciousness. This is 
similar to saying that you should do an activity that is hard when it is least 
hard for you to do it. There are going to be certain conditions when things 
are going to be easier - - then your perception of reality and time might be 


Another way of describing consciousness is just how clear a feeling or 
something is to you. If a feeling is more clear, then you are more conscious 
of it. This is like understanding why you like some things more than others, 
some things you know better how much you like after you spend time 


I guess the question then is how is someone supposed to know when 
something emotional is more clear to them. Your emotions could be making 


you feel a lot of things that you aren't aware of you are experiencing. This is 
similar to having a hidden bias against someone or a group of people that 
you aren't aware of you have. I would say that you can observe these 
emotional phenomena through behavior, probably subtle behavior. That is 
similar to a painters strokes being influenced by their emotions. You can see 
how the painter is feeling by how they paint - their unconscious emotions 
are probably going to influence how they are feeling about the painting. 


There are ways of interpreting cognitive information emotionally. 
Something can be imaginative, logical, happy, persuasive, or other ways in 
nature. For instance, something imaginative is going to make you feel 
differently from something that persuades you to do something by force. 
The ‘imaginative’ art or whatever it is is probably going to be much more 
pleasant than when your emotions and thoughts are forced or persuaded to 
think and feel a certain way. With imagination the thoughts seem more 
pleasant because your basically creating whatever it is you want to feel by 
imagining something. Even if you are imagining a nightmare the emotional 
process is still something you created and therefore subject to your personal 
bias (and people naturally want themselves to be happy). However, 
someone can easily repeat painful experiences to themselves, however that 
is different from imagination. With imagination you create the experience 
or magnify a real one. Magnifying a real experience emotionally is a part of 
what imagination is - maybe my point was just that things you create 
yourself and are more imaginative and probably going to be more pleasant. 


There are other factors that make unconscious operations more 
complicated. kfkkkkffkdldkflldlkfkfk 


Decision Making, Memory and Emotion Regulation 


Emotion regulation refers to the set of processes used in response to 
emotional experiences and how we express our reactions to emotions 
(Gross, 1999). - This means that decision making and memory are going to 
be used in the emotion regulation process. A humans decision making 
ability and his or her ability to use their memory is going to be affected by 
the emotional nature of their experiences. Also, someone's personality 
might influence those processes as well. Someone who is action-oriented or 


harm-avoidant is going to respond differently than someone who might be 
more lazy. 


Unconscious Processing 


How does the mind think? I said previously that it uses images to think, and 
that these are basic images like body-images or other symbols. 


But how does that information reveal other significant facts about thought? 
If your mind uses images to think, then a human's perception of the visual 
world is going to influence their mental thought processes. 


Or maybe you don't need a visual representation, if someone feels 
something around certain nature scenes, like a pond, you don't necessarily 
need to visualize the pond. Being near the pond is enough to evoke the 
emotions that scene brings up because the pond creates a certain 
atmosphere, it changes the humidity in the air, and the life around the pond 
is different. So perhaps vision doesn't create most of the strong emotions 
people experience anyway. 


Is it Simple? 
There is a way a human's mind prioritizes information. Certain objects in 
life represent different things and trigger different emotions for people. 


People are also sensitive to different types of emotional information. For 
example there might be something difficult to understand emotionally that 
someone understands unconsciously because it is important or more 
obvious to their unconscious mind. 


What types of information are understood unconsciously vs. consciously 
then? Clearly there is going to be a difference - I can think of many 
examples off the top of my head. There are simple things in life people do 
like knowing their schedule for a day, that could be considered to be 
emotionally simple, and there are more complex ideas emotionally that 
people consider during a day like how to handle a debate or argument. 


Is there a type of ‘emotional speculation’ where someone guesses what 
something might feel like? You could say that people do this all the time 


when they make any type of emotional assessment (for instance how cool 
or uncool something is, or if they like or dislike someone). What is 
emotional subtlety then? It is defined by levels of conscious and 
unconscious importance, and degree of difficulty in understanding and 
absorbing the information. 


What information is absorbed consciously vs. unconsciously? 

That is a critical question because there are many different types of 
emotional information. Something can be more important emotionally if the 
person simply cares about it more, or they could have a better 
understanding of the information because they have experience in that field. 


What would be 'emotionally complex' pieces of information then? If the 
information is complex is it easier to understand consciously or 
unconsciously? Dogs often understand beforehand when their owner is 
going to go on a vacation, or many other complex ideas about social 
interaction. Dogs also understand if a person is being nice or cruel to them - 
does that mean that a humans understanding of kindness is at the same level 
as that of a dog? There must be more complicated ways a human 
understands what 'kindness' or 'cruelty' means than the understanding a dog 
has. 


Maybe information that is 'subjective' is information that is consciously 
speculated. Unconsciously you simply get a feel for things, but you can 
guess about a lot of things verbally - are those guesses instinctual, ‘gut’ 
guesses or are they measured assessments? Is anything subjective a 
measured assessment? Saying 'that coat looks nice on that person’ is 
subjective - the person isn't doing an analysis of who likes the coat on the 
person and who else thinks it looks good. They think it looks good - they 
didn't do a study of what type of person thinks it looks good. The 
information is subjective, it was triggered by their own emotions and 
motivations. 


Is Conscious Understanding Subjective or Objective? 

When someone thinks something is funny, how accurate are they? How can 
someone measure how funny a movie or a joke is? Can you measure that by 
the amount of time spend laughing or the amount of 'smiling' the person 
does as a result of hearing the joke? Conscious understanding of our own 


feelings is subjective. That information also means that all conscious 
understanding is subjective - when someone thinks they understand 
something, they are going to bias it in some way. 


What if someone tries to be as objective as possible when making all of 
their decisions. Then possibly all decisions that are objective in the first 
place (non-emotional decisions) and not subjective might be fairly non- 
biased. But then what types of assessments are non-emotional and which 
types are emotional? Math isn't emotional - scientific fact isn't emotional. 
That isn't to say that there isn't a type of bias someone has when they do 
addition. Maybe they are thinking about something else at the same time 
and this biases possible interpretations of the objective data. 


So it is clear that something objective is objective, and something 
subjective is subjective, however how could someone measure differences 
in how subjective something is? 


What Classifies Material as Conscious vs. Unconscious? 

Theoretically all the information someone absorbs is going to be 
consciously vs. unconsciously absorbed to different degrees. I would say 
that if the information is easier to remember then you are using your 
unconscious mind (like how songs are easy to remember). Songs are easy to 
remember because they are fun, a persons emotions are evoked and that 
helps increase mental processing of the song so they can recall it. The 
emotion ‘fun' from the song (even if it is a sad song the fact that it is a song 
is positive) or just emotion from the song helps you to remember it. 


Information that you don't need to think about that much consciously is 
unconscious information as well. If you think about it, if you have to do a 
lot consciously - like think of this and that in order to remember something 
or think or do something, then it is more conscious. If it is done more 
automatically then it is more unconscious. 


I would say that all emotional information is more unconscious. Dreams are 
emotional because you are not conscious during them. That is why they 
don't make sense, because you are not thinking (lol). Does this mean that 
someone thinking a lot is going to be less emotional? That is hard to say 
because you can't really define when someone as thinking a lot or not. If 


someone is watching a movie, they are probably thinking less then when 
during a history exam. 


So my theory is that knowing how emotional something is can help classify 
if it is intellectually intense or not. For example - which would use more 
thought, a math test or a history test? In history you use emotional 
information to help remember the facts. What happened in history is 
emotional and social. Math is logical, it is clear how to get the result if you 
understand how things work in a concrete, straightforward way. (I am not 
saying that calculus is straightforward, I am just saying that it makes sense 
why it works that way because math makes sense). History is a social 
subject, however, so ones understanding of emotion and human interaction 
is going to influence your ability to do well in that field. 


So which subject uses more unconscious processes? History or math? I 
would say that history does since it is emotional, and math doesn't 
necessarily engage any emotions. I mean, you are just doing numbers, it 
could cause someone to become emotional if it brings up something 
indirectly, but that would not relate directly to the math problem like how 
historical fact relates to social interaction. 


Emotional Material is Unconscious and Factual Thinking is Conscious 
So therefore emotional material is unconscious and factual thinking is 
conscious. This is so because when you think about something you are 
thinking consciously, and that is a single point of information that you think 
as a ‘thought’. If it is emotional or important it is unconscious because you 
can't think about your emotions, when emotions occur, they are physical 
processes that cause feeling. Thoughts can cause feeling, but only because 
they trigger emotions. So math is very logical, you can have a lot of 
thoughts about it but none of those thoughts necessarily have to trigger 
emotions because they aren't directly related. Historical fact is social, so it 
is probably going to be more emotional because it is more directly related to 
social interaction. 


So a process like memory retrieval can be unconscious. When you are 
helped by your mind to remember a song, that is unconscious memory 
retrieval. When you try to remember something, that is more conscious. 
What is the line between unconscious and conscious then? Historical fact 


relates to a lot of things in your unconscious mind. If it relates to a lot of 
unconscious things, like emotional things or other things in your life you 
don't think about immediately, then it is more of an unconscious process. If 
it relates to things you easily remember then it is more of a conscious 
process. 


Representation in the Mind 


Since different objects represent different things to different people, and 
there are different types of emotional speculation (like deliberative 
decisions vs. instinctual ones), and various degrees of cognitive load (how 
intellectual or how emotional something is) then it isn't clear to me how 
these would function in the mind - which images, objects or experiences in 
life would do what to someone emotionally and intellectually? 


Points made in this essay 


e Mental images are possibly more simple in the mind than the full 
experience of them in reality. They are sometimes dulled down and 
made less intellectually intense like how dreams are more simple (and 
there are often simple images in them) than real life experiences. 

e There are obvious and less obvious life factors that influence your 
emotions. This relates to having to do work to attain consciousness of 
something. If something is obvious or more significant, it is probably 
going to be more accessible to consciousness (how 'clear' something 
is). 

e Someones memory and decision making ability is going to be 
influenced by their emotional reactions and their personality type. 

e A persons perception of the visual world is going to influence those 
mental processes (decision making and memory) because vision is a 
large factor in how emotion is generated, though not necessarily that 
significant. 

e People are sensitive to different types of emotional information and 
absorb some things better consciously vs. unconsciously. Some things 
are also more or less emotionally complex, in addition to being 
unconscious or conscious. 


¢ Unconsciously people can get a feel for things - that is what the 
unconscious is - more automatic - you could have a more conscious 
feeling for something but it is easier to respond instinctively. This 
relates to understanding information consciously or unconsciously, if 
feelings are involved it could be considered to be an unconscious 
understanding, like how dogs understand if someone is being nice. If it 
is conscious then you aren't necessarily correct, you are using intellect 
to guess at something. You could be using your unconscious feelings 
as well, however. 

e Information that is emotional (such as historical fact) isn't necessarily 
conscious thinking. One can think objectively about emotional 
information, and therefore it would be non-emotional to them. 
However, it makes sense that someone would use emotional 
information to help remember historical fact, since history is related to 
life and social interaction information (which are both emotional 
phenomena). 


A Related Article 


Chris Fields (2010) wrote an article explaining about 'hyper-systemizers' - 
"Hyper-systemizers are individuals displaying an unusually strong bias 
toward systemizing, i.e. toward explaining events and solving problems by 
appeal to mechanisms that do not involve intentions or agency.". And how 
they are different from their opposites 'mentalizers'. That relates to this 
article because I described how some information is more emotional than 
other information. It seems that some people process more emotional 
information, and other people process information more subjectively or are 
just less sensitive to emotional cues: 


Scientists, technologists, engineers and mathematicians rely heavily on 
a problem-solving and explanatory strategy or orientation, termed 
“systemizing” by Baron-Cohen (2002, 2008), that is characterized by 
appeals to natural laws, physical mechanisms, algorithms, formal 
inference rules, or other concepts of causation that do not involve 
autonomous agency or intentions. Systemizing or “mechanizing” 
(Crespi and Badcock, 2008) solutions and explanations are explicitly 
distinguished from “empathizing” or “mentalizing” solutions and 


explanations, which do appeal to intentional, 2 autonomous agency 
and to actions guided by beliefs, desires, goals, fears, worries and other 
“folk psychological” attributes associated with agency by a theory of 
mind (ToM) system (Frith and Frith, 1999; 2003). 


Fields describes the proposition of his paper: 


Based on a review and synthesis of relevant literatures, the present 
paper proposes that pre-existing personality and cognitive demands 
interact to progressively sensitize the attentional and motivational 
systems of some individuals toward systemizing and away from 
mentalizing, resulting in hyper-systemizers who are not deficit in 
mentalizing capability, but rather relatively insensitive to cues that 
ordinarily induce mentalizing. 


So some people are more driven by emotional processes - and their 
thoughts are influenced by emotion - but with other people this is less the 
case. I mean if your actions are being guided by beliefs, fears, goals, 
worries, etc. then it would seem to me that the person would be more 
emotional. That isn't necessarily the case, however. Someone could have 
their thoughts be driven by those things, but not be an emotional person. 
Would that person be thinking with more unconscious emotional processes, 
but not actually be more emotional? Emotion can be present in thought and 
used to assist thought, but might not actually make the person more 
emotional than someone whose thinking is more objective. Maybe they are 
emotional for a different reason. 


Theory of mind 


Theory of mind (often abbreviated '"'ToM") is the ability to attribute mental 
states—beliefs, intents, desires, pretending, knowledge, etc.—to oneself and 
others and to understand that others have beliefs, desires, and intentions that 
are different from one's own. (Premack, D. G.; Woodruff, G. (1978)). 


In my view, ToM relates significantly to how emotional people and their 
thoughts are. If someone's actions are being guided by beliefs and desires (a 
'‘mentalizer'), then it makes sense that their understanding and assessments 


of other people and themselves are going to be influenced by beliefs and 
desires. If someone has greater desires when making assessments (so the 
emotion would be related to their thoughts) would they be a more emotional 
person? Someone might be capable of thinking non-emotionally, even if 
they have greater desires and beliefs, though I would think that in general 
someone with more emotional thoughts would be a more emotional person. 
It probably depends what they are more emotional about, etc. 


Consciousness? 


A theory of consciousness is outlined by (De Luca, A Tony and Stephens, 
Newman L (2010)) - this is what they postulate - ''To understand 
consciousness we have to understand the mechanism of its function, which 
is to effectively organize sensory inputs from our environment. 
Consciousness is the outcome of the process of organizing these sensory 
inputs. This implies that organization is an act which precedes 
consciousness: 


My hypothesis is that consciousness is the emergent outcome of 
several linked processes (outcomes for sensory systems) which are 
organized to form specific neuronal architectures. The most elemental 
of these processes is the electrochemical input to the brain cells which 
originated as external stimuli on specific receptors that in turn generate 
electrophysiological phenomena such as action potentials to occur in 
specific areas of the nerves system. These ascend to multiply loci in 
different parts of the brain. According to some investigators, i.e. Crick 
and Koch, it is the synchronization of these actions that results in 
consciousness. Crick termed this the “Astonish Hypothesis” In this 
book and subsequent articles awareness and perception were used 
interchangeably with consciousness. However, my hypothesis states 
that perception is different physiological construct from that of 
awareness and are elements of the subconscience and consciousness is 
the process of organizing awareness; its manifestation is the 
emergence outcome from this process. 


In my view, it makes sense that perception is different from awareness. 
Perception is fast because vision is fast. Vision seems to me to obviously be 


linked to different cognitions than awareness. To figure out how awareness 
and perception are different, however, we first need to figure out what 
‘awareness’ is (though I would think that an advanced cognitive process is 
slower than a fast visual process, as it takes a long time to think complex 
thoughts). When someone is aware of their environment, is that awareness 
emotional? A deer or other animal doesn't necessarily need to engage 
emotionally with other species in order to be aware of its environment. 
Even frogs posses basic emotional processes (I noticed a from responding 
emotionally - when you go near it you could possibly try to be nice and not 
scare it away). What is awareness then? Is it just awareness of ones 
environment, or awareness of the social cues needed to interact with other 
species? This is in the abstract of the paper by Deluca and Stephens: 


Consciousness is “something” which the majority of humans know 
that they posses, they use it when they want to understand their 
environment. However, no individual human knows whether other 
humans also posses consciousness. unless some tests such as she is 
looking at me, he is talking etc., are performed. We are caught in an 
intellectual sort of recursive carousel — we need consciousness to 
understand consciousness. 


So awareness is complex - you have to be aware of other people, what they 
are doing, what is going on in your environment. Vision, however, is 
simple. First people need to see their environment in order to reach 
conclusions about it (or whatever the equivalent that is that a blind person 
would do). If someone stops thinking, they could still be able to see. I am 
just saying it seems to me that vision is a more simple process than 
advanced awareness. First you see your environment, then you think about 
it. | would guess that when you aren't thinking, you are still looking around 
and responding to more simple cognitions that enable you to behave 
normally. Advanced emotional and intellectual thinking is probably slower 
than simple thinking and vision. 


So no wonder Crick and Koch used the words sensation and perception 
interchangeably, when someone fist is able to see their environment, when 
they wake up or whatever, it is as if that is when they are first aware. 
(Vision being the ‘baseline’ cognition). This relates to emotional and 


intellectual complexity, some things are simply more advanced than others 
to think about. When a baby is born can it think? It can see, and it 
understands how to interact, but then again, a frog also knows how to 
interact and I notice they can respond emotionally. 


Consciousness in the brain 


Wallace, Dr. Rodrick (2011) sums up an argument by Atlan and Cohen 
(1998) about how information systems work in the mind: 


Atlan and Cohen (1998) argue, in the context of a cognitive paradigm 
for the immune system, that the essence of cognitive function involves 
comparison of a perceived signal with an internal, learned or inherited 
picture of the world, and then, upon that comparison, choice of one 
response from a much larger reper- toire of possible responses. That is, 
cognitive pattern recognition-and-response proceeds by an algorithmic 
combination of an incoming external sensory sig- nal with an internal 
ongoing activity { incorporating the internalized picture of the world { 
and triggering an appropriate action based on a decision that the 
pattern of sensory activity requires a response. 


When someone sees something does it 'require a response’? Seeing another 
human being might require a response, but what about biological or neural 
responses? What objects trigger which responses? Are there sets of 'brain 
wirings' that sort out different activities? Here Wallace cites a model - 
(Baars, 2005): 


..it is clear that different challenges facing a conscious entity must be 
met be diferent arrangements of basic cognitive faculties. It is now 
possible to make a very abstract picture of the brain, not based on its 
anatomy, but rather on the linkages between the information sources 
dual to the basic physiological and learned unconscious cognitive 
modules (UCM) that form Baars’ global workspace/global broadcast. 
That is, the remapped brain network is reexpressed in terms of the 
information sources dual to the UCM. Given two distinct problems 
classes (e.g., playing tennis vs. interacting with a significant other), 


there must be two different ‘wirings' of the information sources dual to 
the physiological UCM, 


It is fairly obvious that there are different ways of responding to the world - 
social, emotional, intellectual, etc. - but the important question is: what are 
the similar ways in which different aspects of the world cause similar or 
different feelings? That way you could say - this is that are grouped in the 
mind because they have the same feeling (physical) response. Or is there 
"no room in any model for feeling” (Harnad, Stevan (2011))? I could use a 
emotional / intellectual division of world responses. While intellectually 
thoughts may cause feeling, it makes more sense that the mind is divided 
into emotional groupings not intellectual ones. That is because thoughts 
trigger feelings - a feeling can cause someone to have a thought, but that is 
only because you realized you had that feeling or it motivated you in certain 
way (while thoughts cause feelings directly). So it isn't someone's 
knowledge that causes feelings, I think the mind works by a more simple 
division of the world and biological responses - simple emotional 
groupings. That makes sense since humans evolved from lesser animals 
where that is more obvious. When an ape interacts with his friends, the 
emotion he feels is a simple one that derived from simple aspects of the 
world and the interaction he in engaged in. So while simple feelings might 
be the logical result of their corresponding thoughts, deeper emotional 
aspects of the mind are probably simple responses to the persons 
environment i.e., you went to a movie so you feel happy, etc. So my theory 
is basically only a few emotions are the end result of all our activities, and 
from these basic emotions more complex intellectual responses can be 
formed. Harnad, Stevan (2011) seems to feel that humans have little room 
for feeling in their intellectual responses: 


And perhaps it is indeed not worth fretting about the fact that, at the 
end of the day, the successful total explanation of our know-how will 
always be equally compatible with the presence or the absence of 
feeling. For unless we are prepared to be telekinetic dualists, according 
a separate, unique causal power to feeling itself (“mind over matter” ) 
-- for which there is no evidence, only overwhelming evidence against 
it — there is no causal room in any model for feeling. Yet, although it 
may be an illusion that some of the things I do, I do because I feel like 


it, it is certainly not an illusion that it feels like some of the things I do, 
I do because I feel like it. And that feeling is as real as the feeling that 
I have a toothache even when I don’t have a tooth. 


My Theory 


Paul Ekman did a study that found that when participants contorted their 
facial muscles into distinct facial expressions (e.g. disgust), they reported 
subjective and physiological experiences that matched the distinct facial 
expressions. His research findings led him to classify six emotions as basic: 
anger, disgust, fear, happiness, sadness and surprise.[ footnote | 

Handel, Steven. "Classification of Emotions". Retrieved 30 April 2012. 


So there is a physiological correlate for each of the 6 basic emotions - my 
theory is that from different stimuli, different intellectual cognitions (such 
as thoughts, dreams etc.), and one or more of those 6 basic emotions (or 
possibly other feelings) consciousness arises. It doesn't necessarily have to 
be right away, it could take hours for neural centers to respond (in that way 
more complex emotional responses can be formed since they are possibly a 
build up of a few hours of mental experience). 


This way, from a simple emotionally triggered response (not just emotional, 
but also intellectual stimuli and external stimuli) in the brain complex 
feelings arise. The answer must be that different chemicals are stored up 
over time. In that way only a few basic emotions could give rise to a rich 
conscious emotional and intellectual experience. Emotions trigger thoughts, 
thoughts are triggered from external stimuli (in any order thoughts, 
emotions and external stimuli can trigger each other) (which was triggered 
by such and such stimulus) could trigger this and that feeling over the next 
few hours. 


Humans must develop a way of organizing the three inputs of emotion, 
external stimuli, and thought (the intellectual input) over time, and the way 
their mind organizes the data forms their 'consciousness’. - For instance, if 
you respond to seeing this object this way emotionally and intellectually - 
then that was how your mind organized your emotional/intellectual 
response. It is subjective to decide whether or not you were ‘aware’ of your 


response - humans respond to things all the time and they aren't necessarily 
aware of those responses. 


So someone emotions could be sending signals to the part of the brain or 
body that registers those feelings. Your mind (thoughts, etc. - the 
intellectual part of your brain) could also be sending similar or different 
signals about emotion (i.e. 'I want to be happy’ or 'I don't want to be angry’). 
As a third input, the person could be getting signals from their external 
environment telling their emotions to be happy, sad, etc. 


How can Intellect in the brain be categorized? 

It is more clear how emotion works in the brain than intellect - the different 
‘main’ emotions are obvious mentally and physically. However, how does a 
humans mind work intellectually? There must be certain types of attributes 
it associates with itself, and some of these are going to be more 
intellectually ‘stimulating’ to your mind than other attributes. This might 
also be true of other animals with less intellectual functioning than a 
human, however it is probably very different. 


Just like how different types of sensory information can be stimulating to 
someone, different types of intellectual information are probably also 
stimulating to various degrees. School can be academically (or 
intellectually) rigorous, but what pieces of information from academic 
material are more rigorous? The same information probably is just as 
rigorous outside of a school environment. Can I separate out information 
that is accompanied or 'forced' into someone by other emotional stress like 
if someone was under pressure at school to do well, or under pressure to 
figure out a solution otherwise? 


Different types of information must be associated with different emotional 
architectures - i.e., when I think about this I feel this way. Some types of 
information are going to be more or less emotional or related to your 
personal identity. That is different from if the information uses more 
unconscious emotional processes. Information could use emotion to help to 
think about it (like my historical fact example), or the information could be 
emotional to the person or not as well. 


Subjectivity and Emotion 
(Vaknin, Sam) Proposes that emotions are either sensory or internal: 


Actions are sense data and motivations are internal data, which 
together form a new chunk of emotional data. 

If more sense data (than internal data) are involved and the component 
of internal data is weak in comparison (it is never absent) — we are 
likely to experience Transitive Emotions. The latter are emotions, 
which involve observation and revolve around objects. In short: these 
are "out-going" emotions, that motivate us to act to change our 
environment. 

Yet, if the emotional cycle is set in motion by Emotional Data, which 
are composed mainly of internal, spontaneously generated data — we 
will end up with Reflexive Emotions. These are emotions that involve 
reflection and revolve around the self (for instance, autoerotic 
emotions). It is here that the source of psychopathologies should be 
sought: in this imbalance between external, objective, sense data and 
the echoes of our mind. 


So obviously emotions are going to be generated by either one or both 
inputs - internal and external. If you feel like (or are) responding to your 
internal motivations and feelings, then you are responding more internally. 
If someones environment is putting pressure on them (people in the 
environment, or other sensory inputs), then they would by definition be 
responding more externally. 


What makes an emotion subjective? People feel emotions all the time, its 
just how they are - "Thats just how I feel" someone might try to 
communicate. It is too hard to assess where the emotion came from, if it 
was a logical one that made sense or an emotion that was subjective. What 
would an example of a 'subjective' emotion be vs. a ‘logical’ emotion? 


An emotion that is strongly influenced by a motivation or desire is probably 
subjective. An emotion that is sensory, like a physical emotion, is more 
objective because you aren't influencing the emotion with your mind. 
People respond differently to different situations because they are different 


people and have different background beliefs, ideas, feelings, experience, 
etc. 


I suppose you could say that some people respond to social situations more 
‘logically’ than other people. If they aren't as influenced by their internal 
beliefs - earlier in this paper I cited the definition of 'mentalizers' - people 
who have their actions guided by beliefs, desires, goals, fears, etc. vs. 
'systemizers', who rely on a problem solving strategy instead of intentions - 
then does that mean they are responding more logically? Someones 
emotions could be influenced by logical data just as much as someones 
emotions could be influenced by internal intentions (though I would guess 
in general the mentalizers are more emotional). 


Do emotions arise from a persons problem solving strategy? One that is 
logical (systemizers) or one that is based on internal motivations 
(mentzlizers)? If that were the case, then systemizers would be distinctinly 
different emotionally than mentalizers. Or do emotions arise from 
perceiving external actions differently? Perceiving actions would be learned 
from experience, while someones problem solving strategy is based upon 
what they are thinking about. - So emotions could arise from perceptions of 
bodily changes (which is Damasio's theory) which I suppose could be 
observing other people in your environment, or they arise from a more 
internal, mental process which is based upon what you are thinking about, 
how you are thinking, etc. (systemizers vs mentalizers for example). 


Observation vs. Inference 


When someone observes their environment they think about it in some way. 
This type of thinking is different from thinking that isn't based off of 
immediate vision. How do the two types of thinking differ? What is 
different when you think from when you are observing your environment, 
versus when you think about things that aren't dependent on what you are 
looking at (a more ‘inferential’ type of thinking)? Fodor (Fodor, Jerry 
(1990)) states - "For one thing, observationally fixed beliefs tend, by and 
large, to be more reliable than inferrentially fixed beliefs." 


Based upon the same visual observations, will two organisms reach the 
same conclusions? Why don't I try to compare a deer and a human. There is 
a similar way in which both species process basic information about the 
environment (along with the animals in it), for instance if someone is 
attacking them both species recognize that as a threat. And i'm sure both 
species process data about environments without other animals or humans 
in it in a similar fashion as well. They both need to function in the 
environment, to look at the flora and fauna and decide what they want to 
eat, etc. It must be more complicated or 'theoretical' ideas that humans hold 
which separate our thinking from that of other animals (like deer). Here 
Fodor states that two organisms will reach the same observational beliefs 
‘however much their theoretical commitments may differ’: 


The claim, then, is that there is a class of beliefs that are typically fixed 
by sensory/perceptual processes, and that the fixation of beliefs in this 
class is, in a sense that wants spelling out, importantly theory neutral. 
A a first shot at what the theory neutrality of observation comes to: 
given the same stimulations, two organisms with the same 
sensory/perceptual psychology will quite generally observe the same 
things, and hence arrive at the same observational beliefs, however 
much their theoretical commitments may differ. 


Is there a difference between perception and cognition? How someone 
perceives the world is based off of - and influenced by - how they think of 
the world. Perception is the organization, identification and interpretation of 
sensory information in order to represent and understand the 

environment| footnote]. Cognition is how our minds use sensory data, in 
addition for being a name for all of a humans intellectual faculties - 
language, learning, reasoning, problem solving, and decision making. So 
what is the exact relationship between perception and cognition? Here again 
is Fodor: 

, Daniel (2011). Psychology. Worth Publishers 


Precisely parallel to the philosophical doctrine that there can be no 
principled distinction between observation and inference is the 
psychological doctrine that there can be no principled distinction 
between perception and cognition. The leading idea here is that 


"perception involves a kind of problem solving--a kind of intelligence 
(Gregory 1970). Perception, according to this account, is the process 
wherein an organism assigns probable distal causes to the proximal 
stimulations it encounters. What makes the solution of perceptual 
problems other than mere routine is the fact that, as a matter of 
principle, any given pattern of proximal stimulation is compatible with 
a great variety of distal causes; there are, if you like, many possible 
worlds that would project a given pattern of excitation on the sensory 
mechanisms of an organism. To view the mental processes which 
mediate perception as inferences is thus necessarily to view them as 
nondemonstrative inferences. "We are forced ... to suppose that 
perception involves betting on the most probable interpretation of 
sensory data, in terms of world objects" (Gregory 1970). It is worth 
stressing the putative moral: what mediates perception is an inference 
from effects to causes. The sort of mentation required for perception is 
thus not different in kind - though no doubt it differs a lot in conscious 
accessibility-- from what goes on in Sherlock Holmes' head when he 
infers the identity of the criminal from a stray cigar band and a hair or 
two. If what Holmes does deserves to be called cognition, perception 
deserved to be called cognition too, or so, at least, some psychologists 
like to say. 


So observation is similar to perception, and inference is similar to 
cognition. When someone interprets or infers information, they are thinking 
- and when someone observes the world around them they could likewise 
be viewed as just seeing (or 'perceiving’'). 


Which visual objects generate which cognitions? Or, which visual 
environments generate which types of cognitions? My guess would be there 
are visual environments that put a high cognitive demand on someone, or 
alerts them to a higher degree than less threatening or stimulating 
environments. It is interesting that vision plays such a large role in what a 
human or other animal might be thinking. For instance, a forest 
environment might make a human feel like it was under threat, or at least 
more so than a grassy environment where the human could see far around 
itself. 


From the Fodor quote I concluded that it seems like the observations and 
conclusions reached from perception or vision are simple ones. 
Investigation into what is going on visually is just linking the vision of a 
scene (like a crime scene in the Holmes example) and with the knowledge 
you need to make the proper links. An understanding of of deep human 
emotional factors isn't necessary. However, a complex understanding of 
human motivation might be needed to understand complex ideas. Complex 
ideas might be linked to vision, however most things that people just see 
visually they don't need a complex emotional background to understand. 
There are many 'worlds' that each visual environment might represent. 
Those are also simple, however. In the visual field there are simple things 
like effects and causes (this causes that, etc). To understand the 
environment, much of the information of what is happening doesn't have to 
pass through consciousness since it is usually fairly simple. A deeper 
reflection, esp. a deeper emotional reflection is capable with complex 
thought, probably at a separate time from when one reaches the immediate 
conclusions they do about the environment. 
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